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ABSTRACT 


This  study  of  Canadian  Legislative  voting  behaviour 
for  the  first  three  parliaments  was  guided  by  several  ob¬ 
jectives.  The  first  objective  was  to  investigate  aspects 
of  political  party  development  in  Canada.  In  this,  we 
sought  to  establish  behavioural  evidence  of  political 
party  development.  The  second  objective  was  to  explore 
the  behaviour  of  members  of  parliament  in  relation  to 
certain  issue  categories.  We  wanted  to  determine  the  kinds 
of  issues  which  call  forth  high  degrees  of  cohesion,  and 
those  which  produced  divisive  voting  behaviour.  A  third 
objective  was  to  examine  several  sociological  variables 
with  a  view  towards  drawing  out  the  underlying  dimensions 
of  legislative  voting  behaviour.  Our  final  objective  was 
to  test  several  hypotheses  concerning  the  special  regional 
problems  which  confronted  Confederation. 

The  background,  the  scope  of  the  study,  the  methodol¬ 
ogy  employed  and  the  data  are  discussed  in  Chapter  1.  The 
analysis  of  the  data  is  presented  in  Chapter  2,  and  the 
conclusions  in  Chapter  3 . 

Limitations  imposed  by  the  methodology  and  the  data 
prevented  us  from  drawing  as  concrete  a  conclusion  as  we 
would  wish.  However,  the  analysis  did  yield  some  support 
for  our  preconceptions  of  political  party  development,  and 
provided  some  insights  into  the  kinds  of  issues  which  both 
increased  and  diminished  intraparty  cohesion,  the  socio¬ 
logical  dimensions  of  voting  behaviour,  and  the  special 
regional  problems. 
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CHAPTER  1 


INTRODUCTION 

I 

Legislative  roll  call  analysis  has  enjoyed  a  con¬ 
siderable  popularity  in  the  United  States  for  several  dec¬ 
ades.  As  a  method  of  describing  and  measuring  variations 
in  the  voting  behaviour  of  individual  legislators,  groups 
of  legislators,  and  among  roll  calls,  it  offers  several 
important  advantages  over  other  means  of  investigating 
political  phenomena.  First,  roll  call  votes  can  be  ob¬ 
tained  easily.  Most  legislatures  keep  records  of  the 
issues  on  which  roll  call  votes  are  taken  and  the  positions 
taken  by  each  legislator.  Second,  the  nature  of  roll  call 
voting  makes  empirical  analysis  comparatively  easy.  Third, 
as  legislators  are  members  of  a  political  elite,  to  study 
their  behaviour  is  to  study  behaviour  that  is  politically 
relevant.  And  finally,  as  David  Truman  observes,  like 
statistics  on  elections,  roll  call  votes  "...  represent 
discrete  acts  the  fact  of  whose  occurrence  is  not  subject 
to  dispute.  They  do  not  depend  for  their  validity  as 
data  upon  verbal  reports  of  action  or  upon  the  impressions 
of  fallible  observers. 

Despite  the  fairly  widespread  use  of  roll  call 
analysis  in  the  United  States,  and  to  a  lesser  extent,  in 
Europe,  no  similar  tradition  has  developed  in  Canada. 
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There  may  be  a  number  of  explanations  for  this.  First, 
and  perhaps  most  importantly,  as  the  tenure  of  the 
government  rests  upon  maintaining  the  confidence  of  a 
majority  of  members,  Canadian  political  parties,  espe¬ 
cially  the  governing  party,  tend  to  be  highly  cohesive 
v/ithin  the  legislature.  The  tradition  of  strict  party 
discipline  has  developed  to  the  extent  that  most  depar¬ 
tures  from  voting  along  party  lines  (except  v/hen  a  vote 
has  been  declared  "free")  generate  comment  from  the  media. 
It  may  be,  then,  that  scholarly  interest  in  legislative 

roll  call  analysis  in  Canada  has  not  materialized  because 

.  2 

of  the  expected  yield.  Turner,  for  example,  finds  that 
average  cohesion  for  the  Liberal  and  Progressive  Conser¬ 
vative  parties  in  1953,  1959,  and  1962,  was  either  100 
or  within  two  point  of  100.  Second,  the  initial  studies, 
such  as  those  of  ReidJ  and  Underhill  ,  of  the  origins  and 
the  development  of  political  parties  in  Canada  --  and 
theirs  of  periods  when  strict  party  discipline  might  not 
necessarily  be  assumed  --  were  undertaken  during  the  late 
1920's  and  early  1930 's  --  v/hen  the  behavioural  persuasion 
in  politics  was  in  its  infancy.  Third,  interest  in  Can¬ 
adian  studies  is  a  fairly  recent  phenomenon;  previously, 
most  Canadian  students  vzere  attracted  by  the  more  esoteric 
fields,  such  as  international  relations,  political  philo¬ 
sophy  . 

Whatever  the  reasons  for  its  neglect,  there  are 
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several  good  reasons  for  examining  early  legislative 
voting  behaviour.  First,  apart  from  academic  interest  -- 
which  in  itself  serves  a  legitimate  purpose  --  it  should 
be  valuable  to  have  some  idea  of  the  underlying  dimen¬ 
sions  of  voting  behaviour  in  the  legislature.  Strict 
party  discipline  prevents  us  from  drawing  conclusions 
on  the  basis  of  roll  call  analysis  today,  and  one  could 
argue  that  an  historical  analysis  might  shed  some  light 
on  the  kinds  of  factors  which  influence  the  behaviour 
of  legislators.  Even  though  these  factors  may  not  mani¬ 
fest  themselves  in  legislative  voting  behaviour,  pre¬ 
sumably  they  are  expressed  in  caucus  and  do  at  some  point 
influence  public  policy.  Second,  our  understanding  of 
the  development  of  political  parties  is  based  upon  the 
subjective  evaluations  of  researchers.  No  effort  has  yet 
been  made  to  relate  political  party  development  --  the 
establishment  of  durable,  differentiated,  visible  and 
rationalized  formations  and  stable  operating  structures  - 
to  legislative  voting  behaviour.  Surely  one  important 
measure  of  the  extent  to  which  parties  in  parliamentary 
systems  may  be  characterized  as  "developed"  or  "developing 
is  the  cohesiveness  they  establish  and  maintain  among 
elected  members  in  the  legislature.  Third,  an  historical 
analysis  of  legislative  voting  behaviour  might  give  us 
some  insight  into  the  special  problems  which  confronted 
Confederation.  These  will  be  discussed  later. 
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THE  SETTING 

II 

The  period  during  which  our  investigation  of 
legislative  voting  behaviour  takes  place  was  one  of  the 
most  challenging  for  Canada.  John  A.  Macdonald  and  a 
few  associates  had  rescued  a  disintegrating  political 
system  and  created  a  nation  out  of  a  diverse  collection 
of  quasi-autonomous  British  colonies,  each  of  which 
possessed  at  least  the  trappings  of  nationhood  --  poli¬ 
tical  institutions,  a  distinctive  identity,  and  distinc¬ 
tive  "national”  interests.  Canada,  from  1867  to  1878, 
faced  all  the  challenges  of  nation-building:  what 
Chambers  describes  as  establishing  and  maintaining 
a  national  authority,  operating  the  political  system, 
containing  conflict  to  prevent  disruption  or  immobilism, 
and  meeting  the  crises  of  participation  (involving  citi¬ 
zens  in  the  political  process)  and  distribution  (effecting 
a  payoff)  thereby  convincing  substantial  segments  of 
the  population  that  their  objectives  could  be  accomplished 
within  the  new  political  framework.^ 

The  bulk  of  Confederation  Canada,  the  provinces 
of  Ontario  and  Quebec,  had  a  common  political  existence 
prior  to  Confederation.  From  1841  to  1867,  Ontario  and 
Quebec  were  the  United  Province  of  Canada,  a  colony 
governed  by  an  agent  of  the  British  Government,  the 
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governor-general,  initially  without,  but  later  on  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  legislature.  Many  of  the 
challenges  which  faced  Canada  after  Confederation  also 
confronted  the  Union.  The  most  important  development 
during  the  Union  was,  of  course,  the  achievement  of 
responsible  government.  This  came  about  gradually  du¬ 
ring  the  mid  1840's  but  the  principle  was  established 
firmly  by  1848.  In  practice,  responsible  government 
meant  that  the  ministry  performing  the  executive  functions 
of  government  held  office  not  at  the  pleasure  of  the 
governor-general  but  rather  while  it  retained  the  support 
of  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  legislature. 

During  the  struggle  for  responsible  government 
and  after  its  achievement,  the  members  of  the  legislature, 
representing  a  variety  of  special  interests  and  identify¬ 
ing  themselves  with  a  comparatively  large  number  of  pol¬ 
itical  groups  the  precursors  of  political  parties  -- 
aligned  themselves  either  for  or  against  the  government. 

As  Cornell  suggests: 

.  .  .  by  1844  one  principal  theme  domi¬ 

nated  the  general  election:  support  or 
opposition  to  "the  late  executive  coun¬ 
cillors."  (sic)  From  this  time  forward, 
members  of  the  Legislative  Assembly  were 
broadly  grouped  as  Ministerialists  and 
Opposition,  as  those  "in"  power  or  those 
"out" .7 

Certain  political  groups  established  a  tradition  of  align- 
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ing  themselves  together  on  issues.  These  alignments 
were  not  rigid;  members  of  the  legislative  assembly 
felt  free  to,  and  frequently  did,  depart  from  their 
usual  voting  alignments. 

When  we  speak  of  Liberals  and  Conservatives 
from  the  beginning,  therefore,  we  are  identifying 
political  groupings  rather  than  distinct  political 
parties,  although  as  of  1878  political  parties  had 
clearly  formed. 

The  election  of  1867  provides  an  indication  of  the 
extent  to  which  these  group  alignments  formed  the  basis 
for  "party"  competition.  When  political  deadlock  necess¬ 
itated  a  realignment  in  1864,  George  Brown,  leader  of  the 
Canada  West  opposition  forces,  entered  into  a  coalition 
with  Macdonald's  supporters,  forming  a  Union  alliance. 

Brown  resigned  from  the  coalition  a  year  and  a  half  later, 
but  not  before  the  legislature  of  the  United  Province  of 
Canada  had  approved  the  Quebec  Resolutions  which  laid 

g 

the  groundwork  for  Confederation. 

Brown  attempted  to  revive  the  Reform  "party"  and 
establish  a  Reform-Liberal  alignment  which  could  compete 
for  office  within  Confederation.  His  efforts,  however, 
were  somewhat  less  than  successful,  for  he  was  unable  to 
persuade  the  Nova  Scotia  Liberals  to  join  his  movement 
(the  Nova  Scotia  Liberals  ran  as  anti-Confederates)  and  his 
preemptory  departure  from  opposition  forces  in  Canada  East 
(the  Rouges  and  English-speaking  Liberals)  prevented  him 
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from  broadening  Reform  support  outside  Ontario.  As 
a  result,  Macdonald's  Union  forces,  a  loose  alliance 
of  Tories,  moderate  Reformers,  Bleus,  and  Conservatives, 
fought  the  election  of  1867  against  fragmented  oppo¬ 
sition  forces,  including  Nova  Scotia  Liberals,  Reform 

supporters  from  Canada  West,  the  Rouges  and  Liberals 

9 

from  Canada  East,  and  Liberals  from  New  Brunswick. 

These  immediate  pre-Confederation  alignments 
gradually  became  more  firmly  established  and  identi¬ 
fiable,  if  not  overly  distinct;  political  parties 
emerged,  the  Liberal-Conservatives  comparatively 
early  in  Confederation,  and  the  Liberals  somewhat  later. 

The  Union  alliance  won  108  seats  in  the  new 
parliament  and  the  opposition  forces  72.^  Within 
parliament,  the  ministry  incorporated  elements  of  the 
various  groups  which  supported  Macdonald,  and  formed 
the  basis  for  establishing  an  on-going  intraparliamentary 
organization  of  members.  Evidence  indicates  Macdonald 
could  count  on  the  support  of  a  majority  of  20  to  30 
members,  but  this  majority  could  and  did  decrease  sub¬ 
stantially  when  parliament  was  confronted  with  parti¬ 
cularly  divisive  issues. ^ 

Our  investigation  of  legislative  voting  behaviour 
centres  on  the  period  when,  for  the  Conservatives,  and 
to  a  lesser  extent,  for  the  Liberals,  party  development 
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was  taking  place.  We  are  concerned  about  the  extent 
to  which  members  of  parliament  who  identified  them¬ 
selves  with  a  particular  party  voted  with  that  party, 
and  how  frequently  they  departed  from  voting  along 
party  lines.  We  also  are  concerned  with  the  kinds 
of  issues  which  caused  party  members  to  vote  against 
their  party,  and  whether  their  religious  affiliation 
or  the  region  from  which  they  were  elected  has  anything 
to  do  with  the  way  they  voted  on  certain  issues. 

There  were  a  number  of  important  issues  which 
commanded  the  attention  of  parliament  between  1867 
and  1878.  One  of  the  more  important  was  the  question 
of  free  trade  or  protection.  The  Reciprocity  Treaty 
of  1854  with  the  United  States  had  been  abrogated  and 
the  position  Canada  took  in  relation  to  tariffs  on 
various  kinds  of  trading  goods  was  of  considerable 
importance  to  the  provinces  and  hence  to  members  of 
parliament  from  the  provinces  affected.  Prior  to 
Confederation,  of  course,  each  colony  had  regulated 
both  inter-colonial  and  international  trade.  After 
Confederation,  when  the  federal  parliament  assumed 
responsibility  for  tariff  and  trade  policy,  therefore, 
the  decisions  taken  by  parliament  affected  the  economic 
situation  in  the  provinces,  and  thus  became  a  divisive 
issue  for  members  from  the  various  regions. 
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Another  important  issue  involved  cultural  affairs. 

The  province  of  Quebec  had  obtained  a  measure  of  autonomy 
in  relation  to  its  local  affairs.  The  protection  of  its 
cultural  and  linguistic  heritage  was  crucial  to  Quebec, 
and  any  issue  which  involved  religion,  education  or  cul¬ 
tural  matters  that  came  before  the  federal  parliament  for 
resolution  might  be  expected  to  cause  a  certain  amount  of 
divisiveness  within  Parliament.  As  the  federal  parlia¬ 
ment  retained  jurisdiction  over  divorce  in  Quebec,  a  re¬ 
ligious  as  well  as  cultural  issue,  parliament  was  frequently 
confronted  with  the  possibility  of  ethnic  friction. 

Still  another  issue  which  parliament  was  called  upon 
to  deal  with  involved  privileges  and  elections.  For  the 
first  decade  of  Confederation,  the  provincial  electoral 
constituencies  formed  the  basis  for  the  national  franchise. 
Furthermore,  it  was  possible  for  a  short  time  after  Con¬ 
federation  for  an  individual  to  hold  both  provincial  and 
federal  seats.  There  were  frequent  disputes  between  the 
two  parties  regarding  the  validity  of  elections,  elec¬ 
toral  procedures,  and  the  privileges  of  elected  members. 

Finally,  one  part  of  the  process  of  nation-building 
was  linking  the  various  communities  together  with  a  trans¬ 
portation  system.  The  federal  government,  as  part  of  the 
price  for  agreement  to  federate,  promised  transportation 
facilities  to  the  Maritimes  and  the  West.  As  a  result, 
the  government  became  heavily  involved  in  a  number  of 
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costly  public  works,  either  directly  or  by  guaranteeing 
loans  for  developers.  Regional  cross-pressures  frus¬ 
trated  the  federal  government's  efforts  to  pursue  these 


projects  and  imposed  severe  stresses  on  Confederation. 
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SCOPE  OF  THE  STUDY 
III 

It  is  not  our  intention  to  attempt  to  come  to 
grips  with  the  broad  question  of  Canadian  political 
party  development;  such  an  inquiry  would  require  a 
much  more  broadly-based  study  than  our  effort  to  iden¬ 
tify  trends  and  patterns  in,  and  to  draw  meaning  from, 
a  collection  of  roll  call  votes.  The  scope  of  this 
study  is  much  more  limited:  it  is  confined  to  des¬ 
cribing  the  behaviour  of  two  categoric  groups  and  at¬ 
tempting  to  relate  this  behaviour  to  several  sociological 
variables.  It  may  be  possible  to  draw  tentative  conclu¬ 
sions  about  political  party  development  --  assuming  a 
relationship  between  a  party's  voting  behaviour  within 
the  legislature  and  its  development  (in  Chambers'  sense) 
but  without  supportive  research  and  analysis,  these  tenta 
tive  conclusions  are  unlikely  to  take  us  much  beyond  our 
present  understanding. 

The  legislative  voting  behaviour  we  are  concerned 

with  was  to  some  extent  structured  prior  to  the  point  at 

which  our  analysis  begins.  A  tradition  of  group  voting 

cohesiveness  in  the  legislature  of  the  United  Province  of 

Canada  was ,  according  to  Cornell,  quite  highly  developed 

before  Confederation.  Cornell  argues: 

If  loyalty  to  a  party  is  measured  in  terms 
of  consistent  support  of  major  party  poli¬ 
cies  and  consistent  support  in  divisions 
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having  the  force  of  votes  of  confidence, 
then  the  evidence  points  to  a  surprisingly 
large  measure  of  stability  on  the  part  of 
the  great  majority  of  the  members.  It 
can  be  concluded  then,  in  spite  of  the 
gradual  evolution  of  political  groups 
and  the  tendency  to  apply  different 
names  to  the  same  group  as  it  progressed 
from  era  to  era,  that  there  were  per-  * 
manent  political  parties  during  the 
whole  Union  period  and  that  these  parties 
were  largely  consistent  in  membership, 
viewpoint,  and  policy. ^ 

The  first  question  we  want  to  examine,  then,  is  whether 

this  tradition  of  cohesiveness  which  developed  during 

/ 

the  union  is  evident  during  the  immediate  post-Confeder- 
ation  period.  While  we  have  doubts  about  the  accuracy  of 
Cornell's  assessment,  we  should  expect  to  find,  making 
allowances  for  the  fact  that  the  post-Confederation  cir¬ 
cumstances  in  which  voting  took  place  differed  in  several 
important  respects  ,  that  comparatively  high  levels  of 
cohesion  existed.  Our  assumptions  for  the  Union  period 
are  necessarily  impressionistic,  for  Cornell  does  not 
employ  an  index  of  cohesion,  nor  does  he  indicate  quanti¬ 
tatively  what  "consistent  support"  means. 

The  second  aspect  of  legislative  voting  behaviour 
we  want  to  explore  is  the  relative  levels  of  intraparty 
cohesion  the  Liberal  and  Conservative  parties  record 
during  the  period  under  investigation.  Our  analysis, 
on  a  year-by-year  basis,  and  for  the  three  parliaments, 
will  attempt  to  discern  any  trends  or  patterns  which 
might  exist.  As  a  working  hypothesis,  we  might  posit 
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that  marginal  increases  in  the  cohesion  indexes  of  both 
parties  can  be  expected  over  the  11  years  under  review. 
Furthermore,  we  should  expect  to  find  that  the  Conserva¬ 
tives,  as  the  governing  party,  score  generally  higher  on 
the  cohesion  indexes  than  the  Liberals,  at  least  for  the 
first  seven  years.  Conversely,  after  the  Liberals  assume 
office  in  1873,  we  should  expect  to  find  intraparty  co¬ 
hesion  scores  reversed.  It  may  be  possible  to  determine 

whether  intraparty  cohesion  is  principally  a  function  of 

/ 

incumbency,  or  whether  it  can  be  explained  in  terms  of 
party  development.  It  is  anticipated  that  incumbency  is 
the  significant  variable,  but,  assuming  party  development 
also  is  influential,  it  should  be  the  case  that  cohesion 
within  the  Conservative  party  is  generally  higher  than 
cohesion  within  the  Liberal  party  was  during  its  tenure 
in  opposition.  We  expect  to  find  distinctive  differences 
between  the  government  and  opposition. 

The  third  part  of  our  examination  of  legislative 
voting  behaviour  will  focus  on  two  sociological  variables, 
region  and  religion,  as  alternative  sources  of  voting  co¬ 
hesion.  In  this  context,  no  attempt  is  made  to  control 
for  party;  region  and  religion,  respectively,  are  sub¬ 
stituted  for  party  in  the  analysis,  and  the  cohesion  scores 
indicate  the  extent  to  which  members  from  each  region  and 
adherents  to  each  religion  vote  together.  Methodological 
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difficulties  and  questions  about  the  validity  and  limita¬ 
tions  of  this  approach  are  discussed  below. 

It  is  our  contention  that  this  analysis  will  indi¬ 
cate  there  are  a  number  of  regional  and  religious  issues 
which  call  forth  high  degrees  of  intraregional  and  intra¬ 
religious  cohesion  and  override  traditional  partisan  poli¬ 
tical  identifications. 

The  fourth  part  of  our  analysis  of  legislative 
voting  behaviour  addresses  voting  behaviour  in  terms  of 
categories  of  issues.  It  goes  without  saying  that  certain 
issues  are  more  divisive  than  others,  both  generally  and 
in  relation  to  specific  categoric  groups.  We  want  to 
determine  which  issues  score  low  on  the  cohesion  indexes, 
which  issues  score  high  and,  in  relation  to  the  former, 
where  this  divisiveness  stems  from.  The  first  part  of 
this  analysis  involves  the  selection  and  comparison  of 
votes  on  v/hich  cohesion  indexes  score  above  and  below 
certain  limits;  the  second  part  involves  the  use  of  a 
multiple  regression  technique  to  determine  --  controlling 
for  party  --  the  explanatory  value  of  the  sociological 
variables.  We  shall  treat  each  parliament  separately 
and  attempt  to  draw  comparisons  between  parliaments.  The 
methodology  for  these  exercises  is  discussed  below. 

The  foregoing  analysis  should  confirm  our  hypo¬ 
thesis  that  issues  which  have  implications  for  a  particular 
conception  of  federalism,  issues  which  have  implications 
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for  a  particular  conception  of  the  role  of  government, 
and  issues  which  have  implication  for  economic  nationalism, 
will  be  more  divisive  than  issues  which  do  not  have  these 
implications.  Concretely,  this  means  that  votes  which 
score  low  cohesion  indexes  should  involve  at  least  one, 
and  perhaps  more,  of  the  following: 

1.  Federalism.  We  might  find  questions 
here  which  raised  the  issue  of  provin¬ 
cial  autonomy,  such  things  as  educa¬ 
tional,  ethnic,  religious  and  cultural 
matters . 

2.  Role  of  Government.  These  issues  might 
involve  the  government's  regulatory 
activities  in  the  industrial  field, 
certain  public  works . 

3.  Economic  Nationalism.  The  question  of 
free  trade  or  protection  would  be 
central  here,  but  economic  nationalism 
might  also  have  implications  for  the 
British  Connection,  regional  interests, 
and  urban  and  rural  interests. 

For  the  second  part  of  our  analysis,  we  should  expect  to 

find  that  religious  and  regional  variables  most  adequately 

explain  the  voting  behaviour  of  members  in  relation  to 

categories  of  issues  which  involve  the  kinds  of  questions 

raised  above.  Where  the  categories  of  issues  relate  to 

provincial  autonomy,  the  role  of  government,  or  economic 

nationalism,  the  religious  and  regional  regression  scores 

should  be  comparatively  high;  where  the  categories  of 

issues  do  not  relate  to  these  questions,  the  regression 

scores  for  religion  and  region  should  be  significantly 


lower . 
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The  fifth  part  of  our  examination  deals  with  the 
extent  to  which  the  behaviour  of  our  categoric  groups, 
alternatively,  the  Liberals  and  Conservatives,  Protes¬ 
tants  and  Roman  Catholics,  and  the  regional  divisions, 
the  Maritimes,  Quebec,  Ontario  and  the  West,  is  similar. 
We  employ  an  index  of  party  likeness  to  investigate  this 
dimension  of  legislative  voting  behaviour.  We  expect  to 
find  that  the  indexes  for  the  party  variable  are  least 
similar,  region  somewhat  more  so,  and  religion  the  most 
similar . 

The  final  part  of  this  study  deals  with  three 
special  problems.  First,  it  is  our  suspicion  that  the 
Union  ended  in  political  deadlock  because  of  the  incom- 
patability  of  French  and  English  interests,  and  the 
impossibility  of  dealing  fairly  and  equitably  with  both 
interests  in  a  common  political  arena.  Further,  we 
argue  that  at  least  one  of  the  reasons  Confederation 
did  not  meet  a  similar  fate  is  because  the  basic  inter¬ 
ests  of  French-Canadians  --  for  linguistic,  cultural, 
educational  and  religious  survival  --  were,  after  Con¬ 
federation,  much  more  secure,  much  less  open  to  assault. 
Provincial  jurisdiction  over  these  matters  gave  French 
Canadians  a  great  deal  more  security  in  relation  to 
la  survivance.  What  we  are  arguing,  then,  is  this:  if 
the  basic  interests  of  French  Canadians  were  secure  in 
the  provincial  arena,  French  Canadian  members  would  be 
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much  less  inclined  to  impose  stresses  in  the  national 
political  arena.  Moreover,  it  is  our  hypothesis  that 
when  French  Canadian  interests  are  subject  to  resolution 
in  parliament,  intraparty  voting  cohesion  suffers.  We 
expect  to  find  that  where  there  appears  to  be  an  objec¬ 
tive  ethnic,  cultural,  religious,  or  educational  interest 

I 

in  a  particular  vote,  voting  cohesion  within  both  parties 
will  decrease,  while  Roman  Catholic  and  Quebec  cohesion 
indexes  increase.  It  is  not  our  intention  to  draw  con¬ 
clusions  about  the  reasons  for  the  success  of  Confederation; 
we  wish  merely  to  comment  on  one  aspect  of  voting  behaviour 
which  is  relevant  to  an  investigation  of  the  sociological 
dimensions  of  that  behaviour. 

The  second  and  third  special  problems  also  involve 
regional  influences  upon  voting  behaviour,  although  in 
these  cases  not  distinctively  ethnic  regional  influences. 

The  first  hypothesis  relates  to  the  behaviour  of  members 
of  parliament  from  the  Maritimes .  We  know  that  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  Maritime  members  for  the  first  parliament  were 
either  anti-Confederate,  reform  or  Liberal.  Nine  out  of 
fifteen  New  Brunswick  members,  and  sixteen  out  of  seven¬ 
teen  Nova  Scotia  members,  fit  into  this  category.  14  We 
also  know  that  early  in  1869,  Nova  Scotia's  terms  of 
entry  into  the  union  were  revised;  its  subsidies  from 
the  federal  government  were  revised  after  negotiation 
when  it  became  obvious  its  revenues  were  not  adequate 
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to  meet  its  responsibilities.15  We  should  expect  to  find, 
then,  that  after  1869  voting  cohesion  among  members  from 
the  Maritimes  decreased;  that  the  revised  settlement 
with  Nova  Scotia  w as  sufficient  to  induce  a  notable  per¬ 
centage  of  Maritime  members  to  vote  more  frequently  with 
the  government  party. 

Finally,  Escott  Reid  argues  that  members  from 
the  West  were  ’’ministerialist"  during  the  1870's.15 
Election  returns  for  the  period  suggest  otherwise:  in  the 
election  of  1874,  when  it  was  obvious  that  the  Liberal 
or  reform  party  would  win  office,  British  Columbia  returned 
five  Conservatives  and  one  Liberal,  and  Manitoba  returned 
two  Conservatives  and  two  Liberals.11  It  is  our  hypothesis 
that  voting  cohesion  among  Western  members  does  not  support 
the  ministerialist  argument.  We  should  expect  to  find 
that  the  cohesion  scores  for  Western  members  during  the 
Liberals  tenure  in  office  are  much  the  same  as  during 
the  Conservatives  tenure  in  office,  i.e.,  Western  members 
are  not  highly  cohesive  at  any  time  during  the  period 
under  consideration. 
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METHODOLOGY 

IV 


The  primary  analytical  tool  employed  in  the 
examination  of  legislative  voting  behaviour  is  the  Fortran 
ACCUM v program  described  in  Anderson,  Watts  and  Wilcox's 
Legislative  Roll-Call  Analysis ■ ^  The  program  is  designed 
to  facilitate  the  preliminary  analysis  and  manipulation 
of  legislative  roll  call  votes  that  have  been  stored  on 

punch  cards  by  vote.  The  output  of  the  program  is: 

19 

1.  The  division  of  the  vote  by  party 
(i.e.  total  "yeas"  and  "nays"  for 
Liberals  and  Conservatives) . 

2.  A  total  division  of  the  vote. 

3.  A  Rice  Index^O  of  Cohesion  for  each 
party  on  each  vote. 

4.  An  Index  of  Party  Likeness  for  each 
roll  call  vote. 

5.  A  coefficient  of  significance  for  each 
vote . 

The  Rice  Index  provides  a  measure  of  party  unity 
on  a  given  roll  call  regardless  of  the  position  of  the 
other  parties.  Rice  defines  cohesion  as  the  extent  to 
which  the  distribution  of  votes  on  a  legislative  roll  call 
deviates  from  the  distribution  that  would  be  expected  to 
occur  if  all  influences  operated  in  a  random  fashion. 

The  argument  states  that: 

.  .  .  if  one  hundred  votes  were  cast  in  a 

purely  random  manner,  they  would  distribute 

themselves  equally  on  both  sides  of  the 

issue,  i.e.,  fifty  "yeas"  to  fifty  "nays". 

This  instance  is  defined  as  the  case  of 


. 


. 
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minimum  cohesion  and  is  assigned  the 
index  value  of  zero.  The  opposite  extreme 
occurs  when  all  members  vote  on  the 
same  side  of  an  issue  —  that  is  con¬ 
sidered  complete  cohesion  and  is  assigned 
the  index  value  of  100.  The  index  is 
thus  established  as  having  a  range  from 
0  to  100.2^ 

To  take  a  specific  example,  if  the  party  votes  either  25 
"yea"  and  75  "nay"  or  75  "yea"  and  25  "nay",  the  majority 
within  the  party  cast  75  votes,  which  are  divided  by  100, 
the  total  number  of  votes  cast  by  the  party.  The  percen¬ 
tage  obtained  is  75,  which  when  converted  to  a  0  to  100 
scale  equals  50,  the  party's  index  of  cohesion.  The 
conversion  is  accomplished  mathematically  by  subtracting 

50  from  the  percentage  obtained,  and  multiplying  the 

2  2 

result  by  two. 

The  Rice  Index  of  Party  Likeness  is  a  device 
for  measuring  the  difference  between  two  groups  in  the 
degree  of  support  given  to  a  specific  vote  by  each  party. 
It  is  obtained  by  subtracting  the  percentage  of  "yea" 
votes  cast  by  one  group  from  the  percentage  of  "nay"  votes 
cast  by  the  other,  and  subtracting  the  result  from  100. 
Thus,  if  the  Liberals  favour  a  motion  80  to  20,  and  the 
Conservatives  oppose  it  20  "yea"  to  80  "nay"  the  Liberal 
percentage  of  the  "yea"  votes  is  80,  and  the  Conservative 
20.  The  differences  between  these  percentages  is  60, 
which  when  subtracted  from  100  yields  an  index  of  like¬ 
ness  of  40.  Like  the  cohesion  index,  the  index  of  like- 


' 
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ness  ranges  from  0  to  100,  with  0  representing  complete 
dissimilarity  of  voting  behaviour  and  100  being  perfect 
similarity. ^3 

The  coefficient  of  significance,  the  final  ACCUM 
output,  is  a  composite  index  of  "participation"  and 
"conflict";  it  is  derived  mathematically  from  (a)  the 
number  of  members  present  and  voting  on  a  particular 
measure  and  (b)  the  degree  to  which  the  outcome  of  the 
issue  is  contested.  The  most  significant  roll  call  is 
one  in  which  all  members  of  the  legislature  are  present 
and  voting  and  in  which  there  is  maximum  possible  division 
of  response.  The  least  significant  roll  call  is  one  in 
which  only  a  quorum  is  present  and  all  vote  together. ^ 

In  our  analysis  of  legislative  voting  behaviour, 
we  use  each  of  these  methods  to  get  at  different  aspects 
of  voting  behaviour.  The  Rice  Cohesion  Index  is  the  basic 
tool  for  the  analysis  of  intraparty  unity,  intrareligious 
and  intraregional  voting  unity.  The  first  stage  of  the 
analysis  deals  separately  with  each  of  these  variables; 
cohesion  indexes  are  computed  for  Liberals  and  Conser¬ 
vatives  on  each  vote,  Protestants  and  Roman  Catholics  on 
each  vote,  and  for  the  four  regions,  the  West,  Ontario, 
Quebec,  and  the  Maritimes.  As  the  ACCUM  program  cannot 
deal  with  more  than  two  variables  at  a  time,  to  establish 
regional  cohesion  indexes  it  became  necessary  to  single 
out  each  region  and  run  it  separately  against  the  other 
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three  regions.  Thus  we  computed  cohesion  indexes  for 
members  from  the  Maritimes  against  members  from  Ont¬ 
ario  and  Quebec;  members  from  Quebec  against  Ontario 
and  the 'Maritimes ,  and  members  from  Ontario  against  Que¬ 
bec  and  the  Maritimes.  This  technique  was  not  without 
value  in  and  of  itself,  for  it  enabled  us  to  compare  the 
voting  behaviour  of  the  Quebec  members  against  the  balance 
of  Canada  and  provided  a  further  indication  of  ethnic  vo¬ 
ting  cohesion.  For  the  second  part  of  our  analysis  --  the 
examination  of  voting  behaviour  in  terms  of  categories  of 
issues  --  the  data  were  separated  physically  so  that  we 
could  control  for  the  party  variable  and  calculate  relig¬ 
ious  and  regional  cohesion,  the  latter  without  having  to 
run  each  region  against  the  others.  The  computer  output 
from  this  exercise  formed  the  basis  for  the  next  stage 
of  analysis. 

For  the  final  part  of  our  analysis  --  an  evaluation 
of  the  sociological  variables  in  relation  to  the  issue 
categories  --  we  employed  an  SPSS  Stepwise  Multiple  Re¬ 
gression  program  that  provides  a  means  of  choosing  variables 
which  will  provide  as  good  a  prediction  as  possible.25 
The  method  constructs  a  prediction  equation  on  one  va¬ 
riable  at  a  time,  first  choosing  the  single  variable 
which  is  the  best  predictor.  The  second  variable 
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brought  in  is  the  one  which  provides  the  best  prediction 
in  conjunction  with  the  first  variable.  The  program 
then  proceeds  stepwise,  adding  the  best  variable  at  each 
step  until  the  desired  number  of  variables  is  in  the 
equation,  or  until  additional  variables  no  longer  make 
a  significant  addition  to  the  prediction  equation. 

The  program  rank-orders  each  of  the  independent 
variables  and  provides  regression  coefficients.  The 
output  is  then  calibrated  on  a  t-distribution  table 
to  determine  statistical  significance. 

As  the  number  of  cases  in  the  various  issue  cat¬ 
egories  for  our  data  is  frequently  small  --  from  six  to  50 
with  an  average  of  about  20  --  few  of  the  variables  are 
statistically  significant  at  the  0.05  t-distribution  level 
However,  this  does  not  negate  our  analysis,  for  we  are 
more  interested  in  determining  the  relative  importance 
of  each  variable  than  we  are  in  relating  voting  behaviour 
to  statistical  significance  vis-a-vis  a  normal  population 


27 


distribution . 
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THE  DATA 
V 

The  data  upon  which  our  analyses  are  based  are 
composed  of  446  roll  call  votes  recorded  in  volumes  I 
to  XII  of  the  Journals  of  the  House  of  Commons.^  These 
votes  are  unevenly  distributed  over  the  12-year  period; 
there  were  nine  and  11  votes  for  the  two  lowest  years, 

1874  and  1867  respectively,  and  72  and  61  for  the  two 
highest  years,  1870  and  1871  respectively,  with  an 
average  of  approximately  40  votes  in  the  other  years. 
Generally,  there  were  between  120  and  140  members  voting 
for  each  recorded  division;  in  no  case  did  the  number 
of  members  voting  fall  below  the  quorum  requirement  of 
20  members. 

During  the  12-year  period,  there  were  394  in¬ 
dividual  members  of  parliament  sitting  in  the  legis¬ 
lature.  The  size  of  the  legislature  in  1867  was  180; 
this  was  increased  by  four  seats  with  the  creation  of 
Manitoba,  six  seats  with  the  entry  of  British  Columbia, 
and  four  seats  with  the  entry  of  Prince  Edward  Island. 

Of  the  394  members,  202  identified  with  the 
Liberal-Conservative  party,  while  192  v/ere  either  Liberal, 
reform,  anti-union  or  independent.  There  were  145  who 
described  themselves  as  Roman  Catholics,  and  249  who 
identified  themselves  as  Protestants.  A  regional  break¬ 
down  shows  that  the  largest  number  of  members  were  elected 
from  Ontario,  175,  followed  by  Quebec,  with  127,  the  Mari- 
times  with  74,  and  the  West  with  18. 
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A  partisan  breakdown  for  the  three  parliaments  shows 
the  following: 

Table  1.1  Partisan  Distribution  of 
Seats  in  Parliament,  1867  -  1878. 

First  Parliament 


Government  Opposition 

Initial  Dissolution  Initial  Dissolution 

108  120  72  70 

Second  Parliament 

Liberal-Conservative  Liberal 

104  103  96  102 


Third  Parliament 

Liberal-Conservative  Liberal 

67  77  138  128 

Differences  between  the  total  number  of  members  for  the 
first  and  second  parliaments  are  due  to  the  addition  of 
Manitoba,  British  Columbia,  and  Prince  Edward  Island. 
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For  the  second  part  of  our  analysis,  the  votes 
are  divided  into  the  following  issue  categories: 

I 

1.  Agriculture,  urban  affairs. 

2.  Cultural  matters,  including  education, 
religion,  i.e.  divorce  bills,  and 
languages . 

3.  Foreign  affairs,  including  trade  and 
tariffs . 

4.  Internal  administration. 

5.  Industry  and  commerce. 

6.  Justice  and  civil  rights. 

7.  Military  and  veterans'  affairs. 

8.  Privileges  and  elections. 

9.  Public  Lands  and  mineral  resources. 

10.  Public  works. 

11.  Social  services,  including  health  and 
welfare . 

12.  Taxation  and  revenue. 

The  categories,  of  my  own  design,  are  not  rigid, 
and  there  is  frequent  overlapping,  especially  as  between 
categories  one  and  three,  where  many  of  the  tariff  votes 
dealt  with  agricultural  products.  The  categories  do  give 
a  reasonable  indication  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  votes, 
although  the  implications  of  a  particular  vote,  which  it 
is  not  always  possible  to  discern,  may  relate  to  a  dif¬ 
ferent  kind  of  issue.  Each  vote  was  committed  to  a  cate¬ 
gory  on  the  basis  of  a  brief  description  in  the  journal  out¬ 
lining  the  substance  of  the  vote.  None  of  the  votes  appear 
in  more  than  one  category. 
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LIMITATIONS 

VI 

/ 

Use  of  the  cohesion  index  as  the  basic  analytical 
tool  for  an  examination  of  legislative  voting  behaviour 
is  subject  to  a  number  of  qualifications,  perhaps  the 
most  important  of  which  is  the  question  of  "What  does 
cohesion  mean?"  We  have  defined  cohesion  empirically 
in  terms  of  a  mathematical  formula  which  gives  us  a  pre¬ 
cise  indication  of  the  extent  to  which  members  of  a  par¬ 
ticular  categoric  group  vote  together.  But  we  have  not 
answered  the  question  of  what  cohesion  means,  for  we 
have  not  identified  its  source.  Our  hypothesis  is  that 
party  affiliation,  religious  identification,  and  the 
region  from  which  a  member  comes,  are  important  sources 
of  cohesion.  However,  there  are  other  explanations  for 
cohesive  voting  behaviour,  such  as  constituency  pressures, 
the  possibility  of  sanctions,  the  possibility  of  rewards, 
the  socialization  of  members,  the  salience  of  issues, 
and  other  sociological  variables,  v/hich  may  influence 
the  way  members  vote  and  thus  their  cohesiveness.  We 
have  no  way  of  knowing  whether  these  other  factors  play 
a  large  and  important  or  small  and  insignificant  role  in 
determining  the  way  an  individual  member  votes,  for  we 
are  not  able  to  treat  these  factors  empirically. 

A  related  question  concerns  the  meaning  of  recor¬ 
ded  divisions.  Our  data  are  based  upon  all  the  divisions 
recorded  between  1867  and  1878.  The  question 
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is,  do  we  give  each  of  these  divisions  the  same  weight, 

I 

in  terms  of  their  importance,  or  do  we  conclude  that 

some  divisions  are  important  and  other  are  not?  What 

criterion  do  we  employ  to  determine  the  importance  of 

a  particular  vote?  Interparty  conflict?  High  intraparty 

cohesion?  The  procedure  for  recording  a  division  in  the 

House  of  Commons  is  elaborate  and  time-consuming.  After 

a  voice  vote  has  been  taken,  any  five  members  may  demand 

a  recorded  division.  When  a  division  is  demanded,  the 

division  bells  call  members  to  the  house;  the  bells 

continue  to  ring  until  the  government  and  opposition 

whips  are  satisfied  that  all  members  available  to  answer 

the  call  are  in  their  places.  The  doors  to  the  chamber 

are  then  closed,  excluding  late  members,  and  the  Speaker 

reads  the  motion.  Each  member  rises  in  turn  and  his  vote 
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is  recorded  by  the  clerk. 

The  answer  is  not  obvious.  Leaving  aside  the 
possibility  that  divisions  are  demanded  to  give  members 
a  break  from  debate,  or  to  stimulate  interest  in  the 
debate  by  attracting  members  who  are  not  in  the  chamber, 
it  seems  reasonable  to  assume  that  recorded  divisions 
tend  to  be  more  important  than  voice  votes.  Unfortunately, 
as  there  are  no  indications  as  to  whether  a  vote  is  a 
confidence  motion,  though  this  is  a  convention  in  respect 
of  votes  on  important  government  bills,  we  are  left  in  the 
awkward  position  of  having  to  treat  each  vote  the  same. 
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and  relying  upon  the  subject  matter, and  the  conflict 

\ 

these  votes  generate  to  provide  us  with  an  indication 
of  their  importance. 

The  point  we  are  trying  to  make  is  that  the  ex¬ 
planations  or  conclusions  we  might  offer  are  not  based 
upon  the  full  range  of  phenomena  which  it  would  be  de¬ 
sirable  to  examine  before  making  comments  about  legis¬ 
lative  voting  behaviour.  Our  conclusions,  therefore,  are 
only  as  reliable  as  the  limited  amount  of  information  we 
have  makes  possible. 
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CHAPTER  2 

INTRA  PARTY  COHESION 

I 

We  have  argued  that  the  pre-Confederation  cohesive¬ 
ness  within  the  government  and  opposition  groupings  as 
identified  by  Cornell  should  be  evident  in  the  immediate 
post-Confederation  period.  Even  making  allowances  for 
the  changed  circumstances  after  Confederation,  we  said 
comparatively  high  levels  of  cohesion  might  be  antici¬ 
pated.  We  did  not  indicate  the  order  of  cohesion  we  ex¬ 
pected  to  find,  largely  because  Cornell's  study  gave  an 
imprecise  characterization  of  what  "consistent  support" 
meant,  but  we  were  thinking  in  terms  of  average  cohesion 
indexes  of  50  or  better,  i.e.,  75  per  cent  or  more  of  the 
members  of  a  party  voting  with  that  party  on  a  continuing 
and  consistent  basis. 

As  the  data  in  table  2.1  indicate,  our  initial  assess¬ 
ment  of  post-Confederation  voting  cohesion  was  somewhat 
optimistic.  Neither  the  Liberals  nor  the  Conservatives 
obtained  average  cohesion  indexes  of  50  or  more  during  the 
first  two  years  of  Confederation.  The  Conservatives  ob¬ 
tained  an  average  cohesion  index  of  more  than  50  in  1869, 
while  the  Liberals  did  not  reach  this  level  until  1871. 

Our  hypothesis  appears  to  be  partly  confirmed,  for  the 
Conservatives'  average  cohesion  index  for  the  first  par- 
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liament  was  51.4  but  the  Liberal  average  of  44.0  for  the 
same  period  is  below  our  expectations. 

The  average  cohesion  indexes  for  the  second  parliament, 
which  had  only  two  sessions,  are  more  in  line  with  what  we 
anticipated.  The  Conservatives,  with  an  average  cohesion 
index  of  68.1,  record  their  highest  average  cohesion  for 
the  three  parliaments,  while  the  Liberals,  at  56.4,  record 
approximately  their  average  cohesion  for  the  three  parlia¬ 
ments.  The  cohesion  averages  for  the  third  parliament,  as 
we  predicted,  are  reversed,  with  the  Liberals,  now  the  go¬ 
verning  party,  scoring  high  --  indeed,  higher  than  might 
be  anticipated  --  while  the  Conservatives  score  relatively 
low. 

We  posited  that  marginal  increases  in  the  cohesion  in¬ 
dexes  of  both  parties  could  be  expected  for  the  11  years 
under  review,  except  in  relation  to  the  Conservatives, 
whose  cohesion  indexes  might  be  expected  to  decrease  after 
1873  when  the  Liberals  assumed  office.  Again,  our  hypo¬ 
thesis  is  partly  confirmed,  for  cohesion  indexes,  with 
with  exception  noted  above,  do  as  a  rule  increase  from 
year  to  year.  However,  the  increase  is  not  constant  from 
year  to  year,  which  suggests  that  the  system  was  subject  to 
greater  stress,  that  the  issues  were  more  divisive,  in  cer¬ 
tain  years.  The  cohesion  index  increases  are  marginal  -- 
between  10  and  15  per  cent  at  any  one  time  —  but  they 
lack  a  distinctive  pattern. 
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We  hypothesized  that  the  Conservatives  would  score 
higher  cohesion  indexes  for  the  first  seven  years  --  while 
they  were  in  office  --  and  that  the  Liberals  would  score 
higher  for  the  remaining  five  years.  In  terms  of  average 
cohesion  indexes  from  parliament  to  parliament,  the  data 
confirm  our  hypothesis.  The  Conservatives  average  cohesion 
indexes  of  51.4  and  68.1  for  the  first  and  second  parliaments 
respectively,  while  the  Liberals  average  44.0  and  56.4, 
again  respectively.  For  the  third  parliament,  their  po¬ 
sitions  are  reversed;  the  Conservatives  average  44.0  and 
the  Liberals  71.9.  However,  on  a  year-by-year  basis,  there 
are  two  important  exceptions :  The  Liberals ,  with  an  ave¬ 
rage  of  35.4  in  1867  and  47.6  in  1868,  score  higher  than 
the  Conservatives,  which  average  34.9  and  41.1,  respective¬ 
ly.  There  are  a  number  of  possible  explanations  for  this: 
divisive  issues,  the  absence  of  party  discipline,  uncer¬ 
tainty  regarding  the  future  of  Confederation,  and  so  on. 

It  may  be  that  parliamentary  support  for  Confederation  was 
not  as  highly  developed  as  we  anticipated. 

On  the  question  of  whether  cohesion  is  principally 
a  function  of  incumbency,  or  is  more  closely  related  to  par¬ 
ty  development,  our  data  are  inconclusive.  We  anticipated 
that  if  party  development  was  the  significant  factor.  Con¬ 
servative  cohesion  during  its  tenure  in  opposition  should 
be  higher  than  Liberal  cohesion  was  while  it  was  in  opposi¬ 
tion.  In  fact,  the  Liberals  in  opposition  recorded  an 
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Table  2.1  Average  Cohesion  Indexes 
Liberals  and  Conservatives, 

1867  -  1878. 


Year 

Liberals 

Conservatives 

Year 

Liberals  Conservatives 

1867 

35.6 

34.9 

1870 

38.4 

46.4 

1868 

47.6 

41.1 

1871 

54.9 

64.8 

1869 

42.7 

53.7 

1872 

45.0 

67.9 

First 

Parliament : 

Liberals  - 

44.0 

Conservatives  - 

51.4 

1873 

56 . 4 

68.1 

Second  Parliament 

:  Liberals 

-  56.4 

Conservatives  - 

68.1 

1874 

60.1 

38.0 

1877 

77.8 

47.7 

1875 

68.7 

39.2 

1878 

73.8 

44.9 

1876 

79.5 

50.3 

Third 

Parliament : 

Liberals  - 

71.9 

Conservatives  - 

44.0 

37 


average  cohesion  index  of  45.8,  while  the  Conservatives 
in  opposition  recorded  an  average  cohesion  index  of  44.0. 
The  difference  between  the  two  is  not  significant.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  effect  of  incumbency  upon  cohesion 
appears  to  be  significant.  The  Conservatives  recorded 
an  average  cohesion  index  of  53.9  while  in  office,  and 
the  Liberals  recorded  an  average  of  71.9.  When  we  com¬ 
pare  these  averages  with  their  average  opposition  in¬ 
dexes,  44.0  and  45.8,  respectively,  it  becomes  obvious 
that  incumbency  is  largely  responsible  for  cohesiveness. 
Conservative  cohesion  index  averages  after  1878,  when  the 
party  reassumed  office,  would  likely  further  substantiate 
this  conclusion. 
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VOTING  ON  ISSUES 

II 

We  argued  earlier  that  an  analysis  of  religious  and 
regional  cohesion  indexes  would  indicate  that  there  are 
a  number  of  religious  and  regional  issues  which  call  forth 
high  degrees  of  religious  and  regional  cohesion  and  over¬ 
ride  traditional  partisan  political  identifications.  The 
data  presented  in  table  2.2  support  this  hypothesis;  there 
are  close  to  90  cases  in  which  religious  and  regional  co¬ 
hesion  indexes  register  90  or  above.  Before  we  discuss 
these  results,  however,  it  might  be  useful  to  compare  the 
behaviour  of  the  two  parties,  the  two  religions,  and  the 
three  regions,  on  the  various  issues. ^  If  we  know  how 
these  categoric  groups  differ  on  issues,  it  might  help  us 
to  understand  the  circumstances  in  which  religion  and  re¬ 
gion  function  as  sources  of  voting  cohesion. 

The  Liberals  and  Conservatives  show  distinctively 
different  cohesion  on  three  issue  categories:  culture, 
industry  and  commerce,  and  privileges  and  elections;  mo¬ 
derately  different  cohesion  on  two  issue  categories:  mi¬ 
litary  and  veterans'  affairs  and  public  works,  and  rough¬ 
ly  similar  cohesion  on  the  remaining  issues.  The  Liberals 
score  high  on  cultural  issues  and  public  works,  moderately 
high  on  foreign  affairs  and  internal  administration,  and 
low  on  the  other  issue  categories.  The  Conservatives 
score  high  on  privileges  and  elections,  and  public  works, 
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moderately  high  on  foreign  affairs  and  military  and 
veterans'  affairs,  and  less  high  on  the  other  issue 
categories . 

The  Liberals  score  moderately  low  cohesion  indexes 
on  foreign  affairs,  internal  administration,  industry 
and  commerce,  and  low  on  the  other  issues  categories. 

By  contrast,  the  Conservatives  record  a  large  number 
of  low  cohesion  indexes  on  cultural  issues  and  industry 
and  commerce, a  moderate  number  on  internal  administra¬ 
tion  and  public  works,  and  few  on  the  other  issues 
categories . 

The  significant  cohesion  differences  between  the 
Liberals  and  Conservatives,  then,  are  on  cultural  issues, 
industry  and  commerce,  and  privileges  and  elections. 

With  respect  to  religion,  the  Roman  Catholics  and 
Protestants  show  distinct  cohesion  differences  on  six 
issues,  foreign  affairs,  industry  and  commerce,  military 
and  veterans'  affairs,  privileges  and  elections,  public 
works,  and  taxation  and  revenue.  The  Roman  Catholics 
and  Protestants  record  fewer  cohesion  differences  on 
cultural  issues,  and  about  the  same  number  of  high  and 
low  cohesion  indexes  on  agriculture  and  urban  issues, 
internal  administration,  justice  and  social  services. 

The  cohesion  differences  between  the  Roman  Catholics 
and  Protestants  are  not,  of  course,  as  distinctive  as 
between  the  Liberals  and  Conservatives,  but  there  are 
a  sufficient  number  to  merit  comment. 


Table  2.2  Significant  Votes:  High  and  Low  Cohesion 
Indexes  for  Party,  Religion  and  Region 

1867  -  1878 
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Both  the  Roman  Catholics  and  Protestants  record 
about  the  same  number  of  high  cohesion  indexes  on  cul¬ 
tural  issues  and  foreign  affairs;  the  Roman  Catholics, 
however,  record  about  half  as  many  low  cohesion  indexes 
on  the  same  issues  as  the  Protestants.  Similarly,  the 
Roman  Catholics  and  Protestants  record  about  the  same 
number  of  high  cohesion  indexes  on  internal  administra¬ 
tion  and  public  works,  but  the  Protestants  record  almost 
twice  as  many  low  cohesion  indexes  for  these  issues.  Fi¬ 
nally,  the  Roman  Catholics  record  no  high  or  low  cohesion 
indexes  for  industry  and  commerce  while  the  Protestants 
record  five  low  cohesion  scores.  Again,  on  taxation  and 
revenue,  the  Roman  Catholics  record  no  cohesion  indexes, 
and  the  Protestants  record  nine  low  cohesion  scores. 

Regional  cohesion  differences  are  somewhat  less 
distinctive  than  either  religious  or  party  differences. 
Indeed,  we  find  only  four  cases  where  the  cohesion  dif¬ 
ferences  between  the  regions  are  distinctive;  for  the 
Maritimes  on  cultural  issues,  for  Quebec  on  public  lands, 
and  for  Ontario  on  public  works  and  taxation  and  revenue. 
Moderate  cohesion  differences  are  evident  for  Ontario  on 
cultural  issues  and  military  and  veterans'  affairs,  Que¬ 
bec  on  foreign  affairs  and  industry  and  commerce,  and  the 
Maritimes  on  military  and  veterans'  affairs  and  privileges 
and  elections. 

Ontario,  Quebec  and  the  Maritimes  record  about  the 
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same  high  cohesion  indexes  for  cultural  issues,  while 
Ontario  records  about  half  as  many  low  cohesion  indexes, 
and  the  Maritimes  only  one.  For  foreign  affairs,  the 
three  regions  record  about  the  same  high  cohesion  in¬ 
dexes,  but  Quebec  records  about  one-third  as  many  more 
low  cohesion  indexes  as  Ontario.  For  industry  and  com¬ 
merce,  Ontario  and  the  Maritimes  record  the  same  number 
of  low  cohesion  indexes,  while  Quebec  records  about  30 
per  cent  more  low  indexes.  For  military  and  veterans' 
affairs,  Quebec  records  two  high  and  two  low  cohesion 
indexes,  while  Ontario  records  one  high  and  four  low  in¬ 
dexes,  and  the  Maritimes,  three  high  and  one  low.  For 
privileges  and  elections,  Ontario  and  Quebec  record  the 
same  number  of  high  (two)  and  about  the  same  number  of 
low  (18,  16)  cohesion  indexes,  while  the  Maritimes  re¬ 
cord  five  high  and  four  low  indexes.  For  public  lands, 
Quebec  differs  significantly  from  either  Ontario  or  the 
Maritimes,  with  seven  low  indexes,  as  compared  to  one 
low  index  for  Ontario  and  none  for  the  Maritimes.  For 
public  works,  Ontario  records  about  twice  as  many  low 
cohesion  indexes  as  the  Maritimes  or  Quebec.  Finally, 
for  taxation  and  revenue,  Ontario  records  four  high  and 
12  low  cohesion  indexes,  v/hile  Quebec  records  one  low 
index,  and  the  Maritimes  no  high  or  low  indexes. 

When  we  examine  religion  and  region  as  alternative 
sources  of  cohesion,  we  find  that  neither  can  be  consi¬ 
dered  determining  in  the  sense  that  region  and  religion 
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override  party  cohesion  consistently  and  significantly 
for  any  of  the  issue  categories.  Nevertheless,  as  the 
data  in  table  2.2  suggest,  region  and  religion  are  im¬ 
portant  sources  of  cohesion.  Perhaps  more  strikingly, 
region  and  religion,  in  relation  to  certain  issue  cate¬ 
gories,  become  insignificant  as  sources  of  cohesion.  Let 
us  look  more  closely  at  these  findings. 

For  category  one,  agriculture  and  urban  issues, 
none  of  the  variables  accounts  for  significant  high 
cohesion  levels;  yet  in  four  cases,  for  the  Roman  Cath¬ 
olics,  Protestants,  Ontario  and  Quebec,  agriculture  and 
urban  issues  produce  a  fairly  large  number  of  low  cohesion 
indexes  recorded  vis-a-vis  religion  and  region.  We  do  not 
assume  a  functional  relationship  between  party  cohesive¬ 
ness,  on  the  one  hand,  and  religious  and  regional  cohe¬ 
sion,  on  the  other,  though  this  may  frequently  be  the  case. 
What  these  figures  suggest  is  that  agriculture  and  urban 
issues  have  very  little  to  do  with  religion  and  region  -- 
hence  the  abnormally  low  religious  and  regional  cohesion 
indexes . 

For  category  two,  cultural  issues,  all  of  the  vari¬ 
ables  appear  to  be  important  in  different  circumstances. 
There  are  a  sufficient  number  of  high  Liberal  cohesion 
indexes,  and  low  Conservative  cohesion  indexes,  to  indi¬ 
cate  distinctive  differences  between  the  two  parties  on 
these  issues.  Religious  cohesion  differences  are  somewhat 
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less  distinctive  but  cultural  issues  produced  a  larger 
number  of  low  cohesion  indexes  for  the  Protestants.  On 
a  regional  basis,  cultural  issues  produced  a  fairly  large 
number  of  high  cohesion  indexes  for  each  region,  and  a 
large  number  of  low  indexes  for  Quebec. 

For  category  three,  foreign  affairs,  including 
tariffs  and  trade,  party  clearly  is  the  most  important 
source  of  cohesion  for  both  the  Liberals  and  Conserva¬ 
tives.  The  Roman  Catholics  record  a  few  low  cohesion 
indexes  for  foreign  affairs,  while  the  Protestants, 

Ontario,  Quebec  and  the  Maritimes  record  a  large  number 
of  low  cohesion  indexes.  A  similar  pattern  is  evident 
for  category  four,  internal  administration,  and  for  ca¬ 
tegory  12,  public  works.  Party  in  each  case  is  the  im¬ 
portant  source  of  cohesion,  v/hile  religion  and  region 
generally  record  low  cohesion  indexes.  One  fairly  signi¬ 
ficant  difference  between  intraregional  cohesion  in  Ontario 
and  Quebec  should  be  noted;  for  public  works,  Ontario  has 
more  than  twice  as  many  low  cohesion  indexes  as  Quebec. 

For  category  five,  industry  and  commerce,  party  is 
both  an  important  source  of  cohesion  (for  the  Liberals) 
and  division  (for  the  Conservatives) ,  while  religion  and 
region  produce  low  intrareligious  and  intraregional  cohe¬ 
sion  indexes.  Here  again  there  are  distinctive  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  Liberals  and  Conservatives,  between  the 
Roman  Catholics  and  Protestants,  and  less  distinctive 
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differences  between  the  three  regions. 

Categories  six,  justice  and  civil  rights,  seven, 
military  and  veterans'  affairs,  nine,  public  lands,  and 
11,  social  services,  are  fairly  similar.  With  the  except¬ 
ion  of  differences  between  Ontario  and  Quebec  in  relation 
to  regional  cohesion  for  categories  six  and  seven,  and 
Quebec's  unusually  large  number  of  low  cohesion  indexes 
for  category  nine,  the  party,  religious  and  regional  co¬ 
hesion  indexes  are  much  the  same. 

Liberal  and  Conservative  cohesion  for  categories 
eight,  privileges  and  elections,  and  10,  public  works, 
is  about  the  same  for  low  cohesion  indexes,  but  importantly 
different  for  high  cohesion  indexes.  For  the  Conservatives, 
privileges  and  elections  elicited  17  high  cohesion  indexes, 
as  opposed  to  the  Liberals  three  high  indexes.  Similar¬ 
ly,  public  works  elicited  12  high  cohesion  indexes  for  the 
Conservative  and  eight  for  the  Liberals .  Privileges  and 
elections  issues  produced  a  large  number  of  low  cohesion 
indexes  for  Protestants,  and  for  Ontario  and  Quebec,  while 
public  works  issues  produced  a  large  number  of  low  cohesion 
indexes  for  Ontario,  and  a  somewhat  fewer  number  for  Que¬ 
bec  and  the  Maritimes. 

Finally,  for  category  12,  taxation  and  revenue, 
party  is  a  relatively  important  source  of  cohesion  for  the 
Conservatives,  apparently  unimportant  for  the  Liberals. 
Ontario  shows  a  large  number  of  high  cohesion  indexes. 


46 


At  the  same  time,  however,  Protestants  and  Ontario 
recorded  the  largest  number  of  low  cohesion  indexes 
for  taxation  and  revenue,  suggesting  that  the  issues 
may  be  a  source  of  cohesion  in  some  circumstances  and 
be  incohesive  in  others. 

To  draw  the  analysis  together,  only  the  most  in¬ 
choate  patterns  emerge  to  delineate  linkages  between 
and  among  the  variables.  It  is  clear  that  the  Libe¬ 
rals  and  Conservatives  behaved  quite  differently  to¬ 
wards  cultural  issues,  industry  and  commerce,  privi¬ 
leges  and  elections,  and  public  works.  It  also  is 
clear  that  Protestant  intrareligious  cohesion  is  si¬ 
milar  to  Ontario's  intraregional  cohesion,  although 
the  relationship  is  not  constant.  Similarly,  there  is 
a  notable,  although  less  distinct,  relationship  be¬ 
tween  Roman  Catholics'  cohesion  and  Quebec's  intraregion¬ 
al  cohesion.  More  strikingly,  however,  there  are  no  dis¬ 
tinctive  cohesion  differences  between  the  Roman  Catholics 
and  Protestants  on  cultural  issues,  and  only  moderately 
distinct  cohesion  differences  between  Ontario  and  Quebec 
on  cultural  issues. 

We  argued  earlier  that  issues  which  have  implications 
for  a  particular  concept  of  federalism,  the  role  of  govern¬ 
ment,  or  economic  nationalism,  would  be  more  divisive  than 
issues  which  did  not  have  these  implications.  The  fore¬ 
going  analysis  tends  to  confirm  this  hypothesis:  we  have 
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found  that  issues  which  have  implications  for  federal¬ 
ism,  such  as  cultural  issues,  privileges  and  elections 
and  taxation  and  revenue  issues,  produced  more  divisive 
voting  behaviour  than  issues  which  did  not  have  these 
implications.  Similarly,  we  found  that  foreign  affairs, 
and  industry  and  commerce  issues,  which  have  implications 
for  economic  nationalism,  and  industry  and  commerce,  and 
privileges  and  elections  issues,  which  have  implications 
for  the  role  of  government,  also  produced  more  divisiveness. 
At  the  same  time,  of  course,  these  issues  have  produced 
high  voting  cohesion  among  both  parties;  cultural  issues 
are  cohesion-building  for  the  Liberals  and  divisive  for 
the  Conservatives.  It  seems  clear  that  cultural  issues 
are  the  focal  point  for  party  competition;  they  define 
the  differences  between  the  two  parties,  and  bring  out 
the  underlying  religious  and  regional  dimensions  of  voting 
behaviour.  Finally,  the  number  of  low  and  high  cohesion 
indexes  indicate  that  there  was  not  during  the  period  a 
clear  division  on  cultural  issues  between  either  the 
Roman  Catholics  and  Protestants  or  Quebec  and  Ontario. 


. 
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REGION  AND  RELIGION 

III 

It  was  suggested  earlier  that  religious  and  re¬ 
gional  variables  would  most  adequately  explain  the  voting 
behaviour  of  members  in  relation  to  the  categories  of  is¬ 
sues  which  have  implications  for  federalism,  role  of  go¬ 
vernment,  and  economic  nationalism.  Where  the  categories 
of  issues  relate  to  these  kinds  of  questions,  we  argued, 
the  regression  coefficients  should  be  comparatively  high. 
Where  the  categories  of  issues  do  not  relate  to  these 
kinds  of  questions,  we  said,  the  regression  coefficients 
should  be  significantly  lower. 

As  the  data  in  table  2.3  indicate,  our  hypothesis 
is  only  partly  correct;  several  categories  of  issues  which 
do  not  relate  to  federalism,  the  role  of  government  and 
economic  nationalism  yielded  high  regression  coefficients, 
while  several  categories  of  issues  which  do  relate  to 
these  questions  yielded  comparatively  low  regression  co¬ 
efficients.  We  believe  that  the  explanation  lies  in  the 
methodology;  regression  coefficients,  like  the  coefficient 
of  significance  for  the  Rice  cohesion  index,  are  based 
upon  participation  and  conflict.  The  regression  coef¬ 
ficients  are  calculated  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of 
cases,  as  well  as  the  individual  cohesion  indexes:  the 
greater  the  number  of  cases,  the  higher  the  regression 
coefficient,  and,  the  greater  the  number  of  similar  co¬ 
hesion  indexes,  the  higher  the  regression  coefficient. 
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While  this  produces  variations  in  the  strength  of  the 
regression  coefficient  --  for  example,  instead  of  a 
0.76543  we  obtain  a  coefficient  of  0.54321  with  fewer 
cases  and  a  smaller  number  of  similar  cohesion  indexes  -- 
it  does  not,  except  where  the  distribution  of  cohesion 
indexes  is  extremely  lopsided,  alter  the  order  of  the 
variables . 

At  the  outset,  the  data  reveal  that  religion  is 
the  single  most  important  variable  for  the  Liberals  on 
the  full  range  of  issues.  Protestantism  best  explains 
Liberal  voting  behaviour  in  relation  to  foreign  affairs, 
internal  administration  (for  the  first  and  third  par¬ 
liaments)  ,  industry  and  commerce,  military  and  veterans' 
affairs,  privileges  and  elections  and  public  works,  while 
Catholicism  best  explains  Liberal  voting  behaviour  in  re¬ 
lation  to  cultural  issues  (for  the  first  and  third  par¬ 
liaments)  ,  and  taxation  and  revenue.  Regional  variables, 
Ontario  and  the  Maritimes,  respectively,  best  explain 
Liberal  voting  behaviour  in  relation  to  public  works  for 
the  second  parliament  and  foreign  affairs  and  industry  and 
commerce  for  the  third  parliament,  and,  public  works  for 
the  third  parliament. 

In  contrast,  for  the  Conservatives,  region  is  a 
significantly  more  important  variable.  The  regional  variable, 
Ontario,  best  explains  Conservative  voting  behaviour  in  re¬ 
lation  to  industry  and  commerce  (for  the  first  and  third  par¬ 
liaments)  ,  military  and  veterans'  affairs,  privileges  and 
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elections,  public  works, (for  the  first  and  third  parliaments), 
taxation  and  revenue,  and  foreign  affairs  for  the  third  par¬ 
liament.  Protestantism  best  explains  Conservative  voting 
behaviour  in  relation  to  cultural  issues  (for  the  first  and 
third  parliaments),  foreign  affairs,  internal  administration 
(for  the  first  and  third  parliaments) ,  and  public  works  for 
the  second  parliament. 

The  pattern  we  discerned  in  relation  to  the  first  order 
variables  --  the  dominance  of  religious  variables  vis-a-vis 
Liberal  voting  behaviour,  and  the  dominance  of  regional  va¬ 
riables  vis-a-vis  Conservative  voting  behaviour  --  is  to  a 

considerable  extent  duplicated  in  relation  to  second  order 
5 

variables.  If  the  variable  which  best  explained  Liberal 
voting  behaviour  for  the  first  order  was  a  religious  vari¬ 
able,  the  second  order  variable  is  likely  to  be  a  religious 
variable.  Similarly,  if  a  regional  variable  best  explained 
Conservative  voting  behaviour  for  the  first  order,  the  se¬ 
cond  order  also  is  likely  to  be  a  regional  variable.  For 
the  Liberals,  Catholicism  replaces  Protestantism  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  foreign  affairs,  internal  administration,  for  the 
first  and  third  parliaments,  military  and  veterans'  affairs 
and  public  works.  Similarly,  Protestantism  replaces  Catho¬ 
licism  for  the  Liberals  in  relation  to  cultural  issues  for 
the  first  and  third  parliaments  as  a  second  order  variable. 
Catholicism  also  replaces  one  Liberal  regional  variable, 
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Ontario,  for  military  and  veterans'  affairs.  Finally, 
three  regional  variables  replace  religious  variables  for 
the  Liberals  in  relation  to  industry  and  commerce,  privi¬ 
leges  and  elections  and  taxation  and  revenue. 

For  the  Conservatives,  second  order  regional  var¬ 
iables  replace  both  first  order  religious  and  regional  var¬ 
iables  in  12  cases.  Regional  variables  replace  religious 
variables  in  relation  to  cultural  issues,  foreign  affairs 
and  internal  administration,  and  regional  variables  replace 
other  regional  variables  in  relation  to  cultural  issues 
(third  parliament) ,  industry  and  commerce  (first  and  third 
parliaments),  military  and  veterans'  affairs,  privileges 
and  elections,  public  works  (first,  second  and  third  par¬ 
liaments)  ,  and  taxation  and  revenue. 

The  data  reveal  two  striking  differences  between 
the  Liberals  and  Conservatives.  First,  religious  variables 
generally  have  low  influence  on  Conservative  voting  behaviour. 
Of  the  14  regression  runs,  regional  variables  accounted  for 
the  first  three  variables  five  times,  and  two  out  of  the 
first  three  nine  other  times.  Even  more  significantly,  Con¬ 
servative  Roman  Catholics  placed  fifth  in  the  list  of  vari¬ 
ables  10  out  of  14  times,  and  fourth  on  three  additional 
occasions . 

For  the  Liberals,  the  variables  are  largely  reversed. 
Regional  variables  display  low  influence,  while  religious 
variables  are  significantly  more  important.  For  the  Liberals, 
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regional  variables  place  fourth,  fifth  and  sixth  on 
the  list  of  variables  in  seven  regression  runs,  and 
fourth,  fifth  or  sixth  for  two-thirds  of  the  remaining 
seven  regression  runs.  Quebec  fares  especially  poorly 
in  relation  to  the  regional  variables;  Quebec  ranks  fifth 
on  eight  occasions,  fourth  once,  and  third  four  times. 
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PARTY  LIKENESS 
IV 

For  our  analysis  of  indexes  of  party  likeness,  we 
hypothesized  that  indexes  for  the  party  variable  would  be 
the  least  similar,  for  region  somewhat  more  similar,  and 
for  religion  the  most  similar.  The  data  in  table  2.4  con¬ 
firm  the  hypoethesis:  there  are  209  indexes  where  the  two 
parties  voted  dissimilarly  (an  index  of  party  likeness 
below  50);  for  the  regional  variable,  there  are  161  dissi¬ 
milar  votes  (adjusted);  and  for  the  religion  variable,  there 
are  47  dissimilar  votes  (also  adjusted) .  6 

The  data  reveal  two  significant  and  slightly  more 
than  a  dozen  small  differences  between  the  Roman  Catholics 
and  Protestants  and  two  of  the  regions,  Ontario  and  Quebec. 
The  significant  differences  are  between  Ontario  and  Quebec 
on  public  works  and  taxation  and  revenue  issues;  Liberals 
and  Conservatives  in  Ontario  voted  dissimilarly  44  times 
while  the  Liberals  and  Conservatives  in  Quebec  voted  dissi¬ 
milarly  only  two  times  on  public  works  issues.  Moreover, 
on  taxation  and  revenue  issues,  the  Liberals  and  Conser¬ 
vatives  in  Ontario  voted  dissimilarly  15  times  while  their 
Quebec  counterparts  voted  dissimilarly  only  four  times. 

Less  significantly,  the  Liberals  and  Conservatives 
in  Ontario  voted  dissimilarly  six  times  on  military  and 
veterans'  affairs  issues,  while  their  Quebec  counterparts 
voted  dissimilarly  10  times.  The  Liberals  and  Conservatives 
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in  Ontario  voted  dissimilarly  15  times  on  industry  and 
commerce  issues,  and  25  times  on  cultural  issues,  while 
the  Liberals  and  Conservatives  in  Quebec  voted  dissimilarly 
11  times  on  industry  and  commerce  issues  and  22  times  on 
cultural  issues. 

The  differences  between  Liberal  and  Conservative 
Roman  Catholics  and  Protestants  also  are  less  significant 
but  distinctive  enough  to  merit  comment.  The  pattern, 
to  the  extent  to  which  one  exists,  shows  the  Liberal 
Roman  Catholics  and  Protestants  voting  dissimilarly  slightly 
more  frequently  than  Conservative  Roman  Catholics  and  Prot¬ 
estants  on  a  half  a  dozen  issues.  Furthermore,  there  seems 
to  be  a  fairly  constant  ratio  between  the  two;  Liberal  Roman 
Catholics  and  Protestants  vote  dissimilarly  about  one-third 
more  frequently  than  Conservative  Roman  Catholics  and  Prot¬ 
estants  . 

On  cultural  issues,  Liberal  Roman  Catholics  and 
Protestants  voted  dissimilarly  21  times  against  the  Conser¬ 
vative  Roman  Catholics  and  Protestants  18;  on  foreign  affairs, 
the  figures  are  six  and  three,  respectively;  on  industry  and 
commerce,  nine  and  five,  respectively;  on  public  lands, 
five  and  one,  respectively;  on  public  works,  six  and  three, 
respectively;  and  on  taxation  and  revenue,  three  and  none, 
respectively.  Finally,  the  pattern  is  reversed  for  internal 
administration;  the  Liberal  Roman  Catholics  and  Protestants 
voted  dissimilarly  one  time,  while  the  Conservative  Roman 


Table  2.4  Significant  Votes:  Indexes  of  Party  Likeness 

for  Party,  Religion  and  Region 
1867  -  1878 
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Catholics  and  Protestants  voted  dissimilarly  five  times. 

The  Maritimes,  which  is  treated  separately  because 
of  the  comparatively  few  number  of  dissimilar  votes  between 
the  Liberals  and  Conservatives,  is  notable  for  the  absence 
of  dissimilarity  on  cultural  issues,  internal  administration, 
industry  and  commerce,  privileges  and  elections  and  public 
works.  Where  these  issues  elicited  a  substantial  measure 
of  dissimilar  voting  among  Liberals  and  Conservatives  in 
Ontario  and  Quebec,  the  Maritimes  were  not  touched  signi¬ 
ficantly  by  the  divisiveness.  The  single  exception,  foreign 
affairs,  where  the  Maritimes  do  yield  a  respectable  number 
of  dissimilar  votes,  is  not  unexpected,  for  many  of  the 
votes  in  this  category  deal  with  tariffs  and  trade,  a  matter 
which  was  of  some  importance  to  the  Maritimes. 
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REGIONAL  PROBLEMS 
V 


We  hypothesized  that  where  there  appears  to  be  an 
objective  ethnic,  cultural,  religious  or  educational  int¬ 
erest  in  a  particular  vote,  voting  cohesion  within  both 
parties  would  decrease,  while  the  Roman  Catholic  and  Quebec 
cohesion  indexes  increased.  It  was  our  contention  that  where 
the  interests  of  French-Canadians  were  subject  to  resolution 
in  parliament  (and  not  the  provincial  political  arena) ,  the 
French-Canadian  members  of  parliament  would  likely  vote 
more  along  religious  and  regional  lines  than  along  tradi¬ 
tional  party  lines. 

The  data  in  table  2.2  on  this  question  are  inconclusive. 
For  category  two,  cultural  issues,  where  these  kinds  of  int¬ 
erests  would  show  up.  Conservative  cohesion  suffers  badly, 
but  Liberal  cohesion  is  increased  substantially.  Moreover, 
as  the  Roman  Catholics  are  divided  evenly  on  cultural  issues 
(four  high  and  four  low  indexes)  we  are  unable  to  say  whether 
the  religious  variable  influenced  party  cohesion.  Essential¬ 
ly  the  same  conclusion  is  reached  in  regard  to  cohesion  with¬ 
in  Quebec;  with  seven  high  and  eight  low  cohesion  indexes, 
the  difference  is  not  distinct  enough  to  enable  us  to  draw 
any  conclusions.  We  do,  however,  get  enough  information  to 
conclude  that  cultural  issues  were  perhaps  the  most  divisive 
kinds  of  issues  parliament  was  called  upon  to  deal  with. 
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The  second  hypotehsis  which  dealt  with  special 
regional  problems  concerned  the  behavior  of  the  Maritime 
members  before  and  after  new  terms  were  negotiated  between 
Canada  and  Nova  Scotia.  We  hypothesized  that  Maritime  re¬ 
gional  cohesion  decreased  after  1869  as  the  revised  set¬ 
tlement  with  Nova  Scotia  was  sufficient  to  induce  a 
notable  percentage  of  Maritime  members  to  vote  more  fre¬ 
quently  with  the  government  party.  An  examination  of  the 
cohesion  index  averages  for  the  Maritimes  between  1867  and 
1871  indicates  that  rather  than  decreasing  after  1869,  the 
cohesion  indexes  continue  an  upward  trend  that  began  in 
1869.  Maritime  regional  cohesion  averages  for  the  five 
years  were : 

1867-38.0  1868-29.2  1869-37.9  1870-39.0  1871-44.2 

The  only  conclusion  we  can  reach  is  that  if  the  revised 
settlement  with  Nova  Scotia  had  any  effect  at  all  upon  the 
voting  behaviour  of  Maritime  members,  the  effect  was  nega¬ 
tive;  Maritime  members  voted  less  frequently  with  the 
government  and  more  frequently  along  regional  lines. 

The  final  regional  problem  we  want  to  consider  is 
the  question  of  whether  Western  members  were  "ministerialist" 
in  their  support  of  the  two  parties,  voting  with  the  govern¬ 
ment,  whichever  party  that  might  be.  We  found  earlier  that 
on  the  basis  of  election  returns  after  the  Liberals  assumed 
office,  the  West  did  not  shift  its  support  from  the  Conser¬ 
vatives  to  the  Liberals.  We  hypothesized  that  the  voting 
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behaviour  of  Western  members  would  not  support  the 
ministerialist  argument;  we  suggested  that  the  cohesion 
indexes  for  Western  members  were  the  same  during  the 
Liberals'  tenure  in  office  as  they  were  during  the 
Conservative  administration.  We  argued  that  Western 
members  were  not  highly  cohesive  at  any  time  during 
the  period  under  consideration.  Again,  an  examination  of 
the  cohesion  index  averages  for  the  Western  members  in¬ 
dicates  that  our  hypothesis  was  only  partly  correct: 
Western  members  record  only  50  cohesion  indexes  (out 
of  322)  in  which  cohesion  fell  below  100  during  the 
Conservative  administration,  but  89  cohesion  indexes 
(out  of  124)  in  which  cohesion  fell  below  100  during 
the  Liberals'  tenure  in  office.  While  this  evidence  does 
not  solidify  the  case  for  the  ministerialist  argument,  it 
does  suggest  the  ministerialist  tradition  was  part  of  the 
Western  members'  voting  behaviour. 


. 
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Chapter  2,  Notes. 


1 

Cohesion  index  averages  are  based  upon 

uneven  samples,  as  noted  earlier,  and 
may  therefore  be  partially  distorted. 

2 

The  West  has  been  left  out  of  this  analysis 

because  there  was  an  insufficient  number 
of  members  to  make  the  comparisons  mea¬ 
ningful  . 

3 

The  criterion  for  selection  these  votes  was: 
high  -  a  cohesion  index  of  90  or  more, 
and  low  -  a  cohesion  index  of  10  or  less. 
The  West  was  left  out  because  the  sample 
was  too  small. 

4 

Again,  the  West  w as  left  out  of  this  analysis 

because  the  sample  was  too  small.  Further¬ 
more,  no  regression  coefficients  are  avail¬ 
able  for  categories  one,  six,  nine  and  11, 
because  there  were  too  few  observations  to 
make  use  of  all  the  variables. 


First  order  variables  are  those  which  best  explain 
the  voting  behaviour  observed  these  are 
found  at  the  top  of  each  column  --  and  second, 
third,  fourth,  and  fifth  order  variables  are 
ranked  according  to  their  explanatory  value. 


6 

Since  there  were  one  column  of  party  likeness 
indexes,  two  columns  of  religion  likeness 
indexes,  and  three  columns  of  region  like¬ 
ness  indexes,  we  divided  the  total  number  of 
high  and  low  religion  and  region  indexes  by 
two  and  three  respectively  to  standardize 
for  comparative  purposes. 


The  criterion  for  selecting  these  votes  was 
a  cohesion  index  of  50  or  below.  Also, 
the  West  was  left  out  of  the  analysis  for 
the  same  reason. 
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CHAPTER  3 
CONCLUSIONS 

Within  the  limitations  imposed  by  our  data  and 
the  methodology  employed,  we  have  accomplished  the 
objective  set  out  at  the  beginning  of  our  investigation: 
to  describe  ,  measure  and  evaluate  Canadian  legislative 
voting  behaviour  between  1867  and  1878.  We  have  examined 
intraparty  voting  cohesion  and  established  differences 
between  the  parties;  we  have  explored  the  sociological 
dimensions  of  legislative  voting  behaviour  and  drawn 
linkages  between  the  sociological  variables  and  voting 
patterns;  and,  we  have  analysed  voting  behaviour  in  terms 
of  a  number  of  categories  of  issues  and  discovered  relation¬ 
ships  between  party  cohesion,  the  sociological  variables 
and  the  issue  categories. 

Our  analysis  has  yielded  mixed  results:  some  of  our 
findings  are  meaningful,  others  are  not  particularly  sig¬ 
nificant.  There  have  been  a  few  surprises,  and  a  few  dis¬ 
appointments,  a  few  promising  directions,  and  a  few  sterile 
avenues . 

Our  first  conclusion  is  that  we  cannot,  on  the  basis 
of  our  analysis,  add  greatly  to  our  understanding  of  poli¬ 
tical  party  development  in  Canada.  We  found  that  incumbency 
appeared  to  be  a  far  more  important  factor  in  determining 
intraparty  cohesion  than  anything  we  might  want  to  charac¬ 
terize  as  party  development.  Conservative  cohesion  dropped 
sharply  when  the  party  assumed  the  role  of  opposition,  while 
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Liberal  cohesion  rose  significantly,  even  spectacularly, 
during  the  party's  first  three  years  in  office. 

Although  we  observe  one  notable  indication  of  party 
development  --  consistently  high  levels  of  cohesion  for 
the  government  after  1870  --  we  believe  it  will  be  necess¬ 
ary  to  look  beyond  1878  for  strong  behavioural  evidence  of 
political  party  development. 

Our  interpretation  of  the  poor  showing  of  the  Conser¬ 
vatives  during  the  first  several  years  of  Confederation 
does  not  rest  upon  solid  empirical  evidence.  Indeed,  at 
this  point  it  is  nothing  more  than  a  suspicion,  an  attempt 
to  rationalize  unexpected  findings.  Our  interpretation  is: 

We  know  that  much  of  the  support  for  Confederation  was  pro¬ 
bably  not  much  more  than  lukewarm  to  the  prospect  of  having 
the  important  business  of  state  dealt  with  in  the  new  nation¬ 
al  political  arena.  It  is  likely  that  many  members  of  par¬ 
liament  were  not  as  commited  to  the  broader  political  arena 
as  Macdonald  and  his  confederates;  for  those  not  caught  up 
with  grandiose  visions  of  a  national  stage.  Confederation 
probably  meant  a  larger  pie,  but  one  which  had  to  be  divided 
among  so  many  more  competitors.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
opponents  of  Confederation,  especially  from  the  Maritimes, 
but  also  from  the  central  provinces,  had  no  illusions  about 
their  role  --  hence  they  could,  and  as  our  analysis  shows, 
did  vote  together  consistently.  We  suspect  the  relatively 
low  cohesion  averages  for  the  Conservatives  during  the  first 
several  years  of  Confederation,  then,  are  the  product  of 
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uncertainty  and  a  lack  of  commitment  on  the  part  of  Con¬ 
federation's  ostensible  supporters.  These  members  of 
parliament,  one  could  argue,  voted  according  to  their  per¬ 
sonal  preferences,  constituency  pressures,  etc.,  in  the 
absence  of  an  overriding  commitment  to  support  the  govern¬ 
ment  . 

The  remaining  cohesion  index  averages,  both  for  the 
Liberals  and  Conservatives,  are  close  to  what  we  antici¬ 
pated  and,  as  we  indicated  earlier,  appear  to  be  princi¬ 
pally  a  function  of  incumbency.  Assuming  our  explanation 
for  the  Conservatives'  poor  showing  during  the  first  several 
years  of  Confederation  is  valid,  we  would  expect  the  un¬ 
certainty  and  lack  of  commitment  on  the  part  of  Conservative 
members  to  resolve  itself  one  way  or  the  other  as  the  new 
national  political  arena  became  more  firmly  established. 
Moreover,  we  should  expect  support  for  Confederation  to 
grow  as  it  became  obvious  the  broader  union  had  the  capa¬ 
city  to  survive  the  stresses  the  operation  of  the  system 
imposed  upon  it. 

For  the  second  part  of  our  analysis,  we  found  distinct¬ 
ive  differences  between  the  Liberals  and  Conservatives  on 
cultural  issues,  industry  and  commerce,  privileges  and 
elections,  and  public  works,  as  well  as  moderate  differences 
on  several  other  issues.  These  differences  are  not  unexpected, 
and  certainly  not  unexplainable,  although  there  may  be  cause 
to  question  the  adequacy  of  our  explanations.  With  respect 
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to  cultural  issues,  we  know  that  the  Liberals,  at  least 
while  they  were  in  opposition,  took  a  strong  position  on 
provincial  autonomy  --  the  Liberals  were  the  parliamentary 
watchdogs  of  provincial  rights .  When  questions  involving 
cultural  issues  came  before  parliament,  therefore,  the 
Liberals  could  be  expected  to  see  them  as  threats  to  pro¬ 
vincial  autonomy,  for  cultural  matters  were  among  the  few 
important  (to  some)  governmental  functions  over  which  the 
national  government  did  not  assume  jurisdiction.  Further¬ 
more,  as  political  developments  since  Confederation  have 
demonstrated,  it  is  rewarding  to  take  a  strong  provincial 
autonomist  position  while  in  opposition;  both  parties  have 
done  so  with  a  large  measure  of  consistency. 

The  differences  between  Liberals  and  Conservatives 
on  industry  and  commerce  issues  also  are  in  keeping  with 
our  understanding  of  the  role  each  party  played  during  the 
formative  years  of  Confederation.  Many  of  the  votes  in  this 
category  of  issues  involved  bankruptcy  and  insolvency  leg¬ 
islation.  The  comparatively  substantial  measure  of  divi¬ 
siveness  within  the  Conservative  party,  we  suspect,  stemmed 
from  different  regional  outlooks  towards  the  role  of  govern¬ 
ment  vis-a-vis  commercial  activities.  Industrial  Ontario, 
and  the  business  community  in  Quebec,  would  have  quite  dif¬ 
ferent  ideas  on  the  question  than,  for  example,  many  French- 
Canadian  members  of  parliament.  Unfortunately,  the  regional 
differences  on  these  issues  our  data  reveal  are  insufficiently 
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distinct  to  enable  us  to  establish  a  strong  case  either 
way.  However,  we  suspect  that  the  divisiveness  which 
plagued  the  Conservatives  on  industry  and  commerce  issues 
was  not  paralleled  with  the  Liberals  because  of  their  role 
as  opposition. 

For  privileges  and  elections,  it  is  our  conclusion 
that  the  large  measure  of  Conservative  cohesion  may  be 
attributed  to  their  role  as  the  government  during  most  of 
the  period  under  consideration.  To  raise  questions  about 
the  right  of  a  member  to  hold  a  seat  in  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons,  to  attack  the  government's  right  to  decide  member's 
privileges,  is  to  impugn  the  institution  itself,  and  can 
be  expected  to  produce  a  closed-ranks  reaction  on  the  part 
of  government  members.  Not  only  were  there  fewer  privi¬ 
leges  and  elections  issues  during  the  Liberal  administra¬ 
tion  --  chiefly  because  the  provincial  franchise  was  re¬ 
placed  by  a  federal  franchise  --  but  by  the  time  the  Li¬ 
berals  assumed  office,  electoral  procedures  had  been 
operational  for  seven  years,  and  no  doubt  many  of  the 
initial  doubts  and  uncertainties  had  been  removed  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  early  disputes. 

The  differences  between  the  Liberals  and  Conserva¬ 
tives  on  public  works  issues  may  be  attributed  to  the  Con¬ 
servatives'  committment  to,  and  the  Liberals'  lack  of  com¬ 
mittment  to,  Macdonald's  view  of  Confederation.  Macdonald 
pursued  a  policy  of  nation-building  and  an  important  part 
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of  this  policy  was  his  commitment  to  link  the  diverse 
regions  of  Canada  together  with  a  national  transporta¬ 
tion  system.  This  required  an  ambitious  public  works 
program  and  direct  or  indirect  government  participation 
in  a  number  of  costly  transportation  schemes.  The  Li¬ 
berals  did  not  share  Macdonald's  dream,  and  consequently 
did  not  support  his  developmental  policies,  at  least 
until  they  assumed  office  and  were  faced  with  the  same 
kinds  of  challenges. 

The  linkages  between  party,  region  and  religion 
are  comparatively  close  to  what  we  expected  to  find, 
although  not  always  as  direct  or  distinct  as  we  might 
expect.  We  found  that  the  regional  variables  best  ex¬ 
plained  Conservative  voting  behaviour  in  relation  to 
our  issue  categories,  while  religious  variables  best 
explained  Liberal  voting  behaviour.  We  found  a  close 
association  between  Liberal  voting  and  Protestantism 
on  the  kinds  of  issues  that  would  have  significance  to 
English-Canadians ,  and  between  Liberal  voting  and  Roman 
Catholics  on  the  kinds  of  issues  which  would  have  import 
for  French-Canadians .  Furthermore,  we  found  Conservative 
voting  behaviour  and  Ontario  closely  linked  on  the  same 
kinds  of  issues  which  the  Liberals  and  Protestants  voted 
similarly,  and  somewhat  less  distinctly,  we  found  Quebec 
related  to  the  kinds  of  issues  which  the  Liberals  and 
Roman  Catholics  voted  together  on. 
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When  we  analysed  party  voting  patterns,  we  found  a 
striking  measure  of  similarity  between  the  Liberals  and 
Conservatives,  except  in  relation  to  privileges  and 
elections  and  public  works  issues.  We  anticipated  these 
differences,  and  our  earlier  explanation  for  these  dif¬ 
ferences  stands. 

For  the  final  part  of  our  analysis,  we  tested  sev¬ 
eral  hypotheses  concerning  the  special  regional  problems 
which  confronted  Confederation  and,  for  the  most  part, 
found  weaknesses  either  in  our  hypotheses,  the  data,  or 
our  methodology.  We  were  not  able  to  draw  conclusions 
in  relation  to  the  question  of  French-Canadian  interests 
because  the  differences  between  the  party,  religious  and 
regional  voting  behaviour  were  not  sufficiently  distinct. 
With  respect  to  the  voting  behaviour  of  members  of  parlia 
ment  from  the  Maritimes  before  and  after  the  revised  set¬ 
tlement  with  Nova  Scotia  in  1869,  the  cohesion  index 
averages  not  only  failed  to  support  our  hypothesis  but 
effectively  refuted  it.  Finally,  although  we  found  some 
evidence  of  ministerialist  voting  behaviour  among  Western 
members,  our  analysis  did  not  enable  us  to  decide  the 
question  categorically  one  way  or  the  other. 

In  conclusion,  our  analysis  provides  some  evidence 
of  political  party  development.  However,  it  would  be  nec 
essary  to  look  at  external  evidence,  such  as  the  party 
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labels,  electoral  organization,  the  party's  organizational 
presence  in  parliament,  to  obtain  a  full  picture  of  pol¬ 
itical  party  development.  There  is,  however,  one  thing 
which  is  clearly  shown  by  the  analysis  of  cohesion  indexes: 
the  cohesion  index  averages  for  the  governing  party  — 
whether  Liberal  or  Conservative  —  never  fell  below  60 
after  1870.  This  is  important  in  two  ways:  the  governing 
party  does  establish  some  measure  of  cohesive  voting,  and 
since  both  parties  had  governmental  experience  during  the 
period  under  investigation,  this  presages  a  trend  towards 
the  development  of  cohesive  political  parties. 
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Year 
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Vote 
Nbr . 

Libs  . 
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Prot . 
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Cons 
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95. 

36. 

24. 

71. 

25 

70. 

99. 
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69. 

88  . 
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99. 

42. 

41. 

92. 

Year 

1868 


1869 


APPENDIX 

II. 

Indexes 

of  Party 

Vote 

Nbr . 

Libs  . 
Cons  . 

Libs . 
R.C. 

Prot . 

Cons . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

46 

52. 

95. 

92. 

47 

54. 

86. 

86. 

48 

93. 

82. 

91. 

49 

48. 

84. 

85. 

50 

79. 

52. 

99. 

51 

83. 

67. 

93. 

52 

66. 

89. 

84. 

53 

33. 

92. 

100. 

54 

88  . 

72. 

86. 

55 

98. 

95. 

100. 

56 

63. 

75. 

96. 

57 

64. 

76. 

96. 

58 

71. 

88  . 

89. 

59 

62. 

70. 

96. 

60 

63. 

68. 

97. 

61 

61. 

71. 

93. 

62 

54. 

90. 

94. 

63 

51. 

79. 

85. 

64 

80. 

45. 

61. 

65 

81. 

57. 

89. 

66 

48. 

91. 

90. 

67 

64  . 

52. 

79. 

68 

61. 

57. 

79. 

Likeness,  Cont'd 


Quebec 
Libs . 
Cons  . 

Ontario 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Maritimes 
Libs . 
Cons . 

37. 

51. 

73. 

49. 

34. 

100. 

99. 

97. 

93. 

37. 

50. 

44. 

46. 

92  . 

80. 

63. 

80. 

72. 

51. 

69. 

80. 

27. 

29. 

50. 

63. 

95. 

91. 

100. 

96. 

100. 

88. 

37. 

81. 

88. 

38. 

81. 

45. 

99  . 

66. 

47. 

54  . 

95. 

48. 

54. 

92. 

44. 

51. 

92. 

41. 

60. 

71. 

51. 

48. 

66. 

97. 

76. 

77. 

42. 

99. 

85. 

33. 

29. 

90. 

98  . 

36. 

97. 

82  . 

52. 

79. 

APPENDIX  II.  Indexes  of  Party  Likeness,  Cont'd 


Libs . 

Cons . 

Quebec 

Ontario 

Maritimes 

Vote 

Libs . 

R.C. 

R.C. 

Libs . 

Libs . 

Libs . 

Year  Nbr. 

Cons . 

Prot . 

Prot . 

Cons . 

Cons . 

Cons  . 

1869 


69 

65. 

91. 

80. 

63. 

47. 

99 

70 

70. 

74. 

42. 

74. 

88. 

68 

71 

81. 

78. 

80. 

58. 

98. 

75 

72 

52. 

91. 

80. 

55. 

41. 

68 

73 

92. 

93. 

82. 

95. 

87. 

92 

74 

49  . 

79. 

98. 

31. 

42. 

88 

75 

54  . 

99. 

86  . 

44. 

46. 

88 

76 

78. 

65. 

52. 

96. 

78. 

100 

77 

80. 

55. 

57. 

96. 

78. 

99 

78 

47. 

91. 

73. 

25. 

35. 

98 

79 

49. 

97. 

79. 

27. 

32. 

90 

80 

43. 

97. 

90. 

23. 

27. 

94 

81 

94  . 

96. 

99. 

100. 

100. 

80 

82 

87. 

86. 

86. 

71. 

62. 

80 

83 

36. 

96. 

81. 

30. 

28  . 

68 

84 

71. 

94. 

75. 

55. 

86. 

68 

85 

75. 

89. 

97. 

65  . 

72. 

90 

86 

38  . 

94. 

85. 

29. 

31. 

73 

87 

41. 

91. 

76. 

24. 

28  . 

82 

88 

44  . 

97. 

88  . 

26. 

27  . 

97 

89 

95. 

98. 

85. 

99. 

98. 

81 

90 

33. 

95. 

83  . 

22  . 

29. 

60 

91 

35  . 

95. 

78. 

29. 

19  . 

88 

APPENDIX  II 


Indexes  of  Party  Likeness,  Cont'd 


Year 

Vote 
Nbr . 

Libs  . 
Cons . 

Libs  . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Cons . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Quebec 
Libs . 
Cons  . 

Ontario 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Maritimes 
Libs  . 
Cons  . 

1869 

92 

62. 

90. 

76. 

90. 

41. 

40. 

93 

75. 

45. 

72. 

98. 

70. 

83. 

94 

37. 

92. 

76. 

25. 

29. 

85. 

95 

39. 

83. 

76. 

12. 

37. 

83. 

1870 

96 

62. 

93. 

84. 

71. 

48. 

81. 

97 

55. 

94. 

93. 

45. 

54  . 

69. 

98 

51. 

94  . 

90. 

35. 

56  . 

63. 

99 

92. 

93. 

83. 

98. 

80. 

98. 

100 

34. 

96. 

96. 

21. 

28. 

56. 

101 

48. 

94. 

92. 

21. 

42. 

84. 

102 

37. 

90. 

85. 

18. 

40. 

55. 

103 

48. 

94  . 

92. 

21. 

42. 

84. 

104 

46. 

95. 

87. 

32  . 

34. 

81. 

105 

96. 

93. 

98. 

100. 

100. 

85. 

106 

47. 

100. 

82  . 

40. 

33. 

76. 

107 

49. 

82  . 

90. 

38. 

41. 

73. 

108 

80. 

97. 

89. 

71. 

84  . 

75. 

109 

59. 

60. 

81. 

81. 

41. 

87. 

110 

92. 

52  . 

79. 

77. 

76. 

71. 

111 

99. 

62  . 

85. 

88  . 

89  . 

68  . 

112 

58  . 

87. 

89. 

58  . 

50. 

71. 

113 

79. 

97. 

95. 

78. 

82  . 

60. 

114 

74  . 

49. 

61. 

95. 

64. 

50. 

APPENDIX  II.  Indexes  of  Party  Likeness,  Cont'd 


Year 

1870 


Vote 
Nbr . 

Libs  . 
Cons . 

Libs  . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Cons 

R.C. 

Prot 

115 

58. 

58. 

85. 

116 

66. 

45. 

68. 

117 

52. 

84. 

94. 

118 

51. 

85. 

90. 

119 

97. 

86. 

95. 

120 

99. 

85. 

86. 

121 

72. 

75. 

97. 

122 

59. 

95. 

89. 

123 

43. 

91. 

97. 

124 

41. 

96. 

90. 

125 

40. 

99. 

89. 

126 

73. 

26. 

69. 

127 

70. 

33. 

74. 

128 

69. 

44. 

78. 

129 

57. 

36. 

82. 

130 

76. 

93. 

94  . 

131 

84. 

89. 

89. 

132 

73. 

95. 

85. 

133 

48. 

96. 

83  . 

134 

44. 

95. 

94. 

135 

47. 

97. 

92. 

136 

46. 

92. 

89. 

137 

44. 

93. 

92. 

Quebec 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Ontario 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Maritime 
Libs  . 
Cons . 

82. 

42. 

63. 

95. 

52  . 

88. 

59. 

37. 

70. 

35. 

40. 

84. 

90. 

91. 

97. 

98. 

96. 

95. 

53. 

68. 

99. 

68. 

53. 

6  6  . 

37. 

40. 

55  . 

33. 

31. 

68. 

31. 

30. 

71. 

96. 

59. 

90. 

99. 

54  . 

97. 

97. 

47. 

94. 

99. 

33. 

85. 

62. 

88. 

77. 

78  . 

85. 

83  . 

68. 

76. 

71. 

60. 

28  . 

63. 

45. 

31. 

63. 

50. 

31. 

64. 

34. 

44. 

48. 

35. 

38  . 

52. 

APPENDIX  II 


Indexes  of  Party  Likeness,  Cont'd 


Year 

Vote 
Nbr . 

Libs . 
Cons  . 

Libs . 
R.C. 

Prot . 

Cons  . 

R.C  . 

Prot . 

Quebec 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Ontario 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Maritimes 
Libs . 
Cons . 

1870 

138 

54. 

91. 

88. 

55. 

34. 

63. 

139 

44. 

98. 

98. 

36. 

37. 

53. 

140 

99. 

46. 

65. 

74. 

98. 

86. 

141 

43. 

99. 

92. 

37. 

36. 

45. 

142 

46. 

89. 

93. 

32. 

52. 

49. 

143 

89. 

46. 

81. 

60. 

92. 

63. 

144 

84  . 

81. 

94. 

63. 

86. 

95. 

145 

43. 

97. 

100. 

36  . 

30. 

75. 

146 

52. 

93. 

84. 

60. 

32. 

68. 

147 

68. 

91. 

83. 

45. 

75. 

88  . 

148 

63. 

97. 

89. 

41. 

69. 

78. 

149 

55. 

86. 

87. 

51. 

42. 

87. 

150. 

72. 

86. 

98. 

49. 

78  . 

96. 

151 

82. 

36. 

49. 

93. 

85. 

93. 

152 

70. 

43. 

53. 

92. 

69. 

95. 

153 

65. 

36. 

87. 

99. 

37. 

92. 

154 

92. 

79. 

90. 

94. 

88  . 

81. 

155 

75. 

17. 

77. 

93. 

56. 

89. 

156 

73. 

20. 

84. 

93. 

54  . 

81. 

157 

72. 

17. 

82. 

93. 

56  . 

78  . 

158 

64. 

52. 

79. 

70. 

51. 

85. 

159 

79. 

22. 

90. 

90. 

60. 

85. 

160 

75. 

19. 

79. 

94  . 

56  . 

92. 

, 

APPENDIX  II.  Indexes  of  Party  Likeness,  Cont'd 


Vote  Libs . 
Year  Nbr .  Cons . 

1870  161  70. 

162  59. 

163  66. 

164  66. 

165  66. 

166  79. 

167  41. 

1871  168  42. 

169  44. 

170  35. 

171  44. 

172  66. 

173  67. 

174  70. 

175  45. 

176  48. 

177  89. 

178  58. 

179  80. 

180  56. 

181  35. 

182  38. 

183  100. 


Libs  . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Cons . 

R.C. 

Prot. 

Quebec 
Libs . 
Cons . 

25. 

79. 

94. 

54. 

92. 

78. 

53. 

80. 

85. 

45. 

82. 

92. 

49. 

79. 

92. 

47. 

99. 

52. 

95. 

91. 

19. 

94. 

90. 

25. 

92. 

84. 

20. 

97. 

100. 

19. 

92. 

84. 

20. 

44. 

88. 

15. 

29. 

76. 

96. 

41. 

88  . 

16. 

86. 

95. 

19. 

75. 

76. 

12. 

90. 

98. 

93. 

100. 

87. 

48. 

94  . 

84. 

92. 

98. 

95. 

59. 

95. 

77. 

15. 

90. 

'85. 

18  . 

100. 

100. 

100. 

Ontario  Maritimes 
Libs .  Libs . 

Cons .  Cons . 


53. 

92 

39. 

83 

54. 

73 

46. 

85 

46. 

85 

97. 

71 

43. 

50 

30. 

98 

22  . 

91 

20. 

94 

22  . 

91 

98. 

75 

35. 

96 

98. 

88 

43. 

88 

54. 

74 

79. 

97 

67. 

57 

65. 

79 

45. 

48 

25. 

79 

29. 

80 

100. 

100 

APPENDIX  II 


Indexes  of  Party  Likeness,  Cont'd 


Year 

Vote 
Nbr . 

Libs  . 
Cons  . 

Libs . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Cons . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Quebec 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Ontario 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Mari times 
Libs . 
Cons . 

1871 

184 

54. 

62. 

98. 

96. 

16. 

89. 

185 

40. 

95. 

79. 

16. 

41. 

72. 

186 

32. 

92. 

84. 

15. 

29. 

61. 

187 

30. 

95. 

77. 

17. 

29. 

49. 

188 

28  . 

100. 

82. 

15. 

20. 

62. 

189 

26. 

95. 

85. 

17. 

20. 

46. 

190 

27. 

98. 

•  93. 

20. 

18. 

54. 

191 

30. 

96. 

82. 

17. 

27. 

58  . 

192 

93. 

85. 

91. 

100. 

92. 

80. 

193 

35. 

91. 

86. 

29. 

33. 

42. 

194 

29. 

100. 

78. 

13. 

27. 

56. 

195 

28. 

92. 

83. 

14. 

20. 

57. 

196 

29. 

92. 

83  . 

18. 

22  . 

52. 

197 

99. 

94. 

89. 

97. 

98. 

95. 

198 

27. 

96  . 

92. 

14. 

18. 

59. 

199 

83. 

70. 

83  . 

62. 

89. 

92. 

200 

97. 

80. 

91. 

73. 

93. 

76. 

201 

80  . 

85  . 

78. 

99. 

50. 

98  . 

202 

75. 

85. 

71. 

95. 

47. 

87. 

203 

86. 

73. 

80. 

95. 

69. 

99. 

204 

20. 

94  . 

96. 

6. 

10. 

85. 

205 

44. 

95. 

91. 

22  . 

40. 

90. 

206 

31. 

93. 

85. 

9. 

31. 

72. 

APPENDIX  II 


Indexes  of  Party  Likeness,  Cont'd 


Year 

Vote 
Nbr . 

Libs  . 
Cons  . 

Libs  . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Cons . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Quebec 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Ontario 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Maritimes 
Libs . 
Cons . 

1871 

207 

26. 

93. 

99. 

6. 

19. 

58. 

208 

38. 

70. 

98. 

17. 

44. 

57. 

209 

83. 

74. 

90. 

76. 

100. 

78. 

210 

20. 

94. 

97. 

16. 

14. 

45. 

211 

23. 

100. 

98. 

16. 

14. 

62. 

212 

23  . 

92. 

93. 

3. 

13. 

72. 

213 

23  . 

80. 

99. 

9. 

16. 

51. 

214 

78. 

36. 

89. 

93. 

62. 

100. 

215 

49. 

97. 

81. 

31. 

56. 

58. 

216 

47. 

100. 

87. 

41. 

30. 

83. 

217 

26. 

94. 

99. 

13. 

23. 

57. 

218 

23. 

99. 

97. 

12. 

23  . 

44. 

219 

30. 

99. 

91. 

9. 

18. 

90. 

220 

74. 

55  . 

95. 

28  . 

97. 

78. 

221 

66. 

39. 

79. 

92. 

47. 

87. 

222 

35. 

67. 

93. 

4. 

20. 

100. 

223 

40. 

61. 

93. 

4. 

27. 

100. 

224 

65. 

69. 

78. 

100. 

54  . 

83. 

1872 

225 

79. 

85. 

98. 

63. 

67. 

94  . 

226 

93. 

75. 

82. 

82. 

77. 

92. 

227 

97. 

86  . 

80. 

95. 

86. 

99. 

228 

95. 

85. 

73. 

89. 

67. 

99. 

229 

24. 

93. 

95. 

5. 

16. 

53. 

APPENDIX  Ii.  Indexes  of  Party  Likeness,  Cont'd 


Vote  Libs . 

Year  Nbr .  Cons . 

1872  230  36. 

231  27. 

232  31. 

233  43. 

234  33. 

235  46. 

236  95. 

237  93. 

238  78. 

239  32. 

240  30. 

241  35. 

242  38. 

243  26  . 

244  34. 

245  28  . 

246  32. 

247  40. 

248  96. 

249  100. 

250  93. 

251  72  . 

252  74. 


Libs  . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Cons . 
R.C. 
Prot . 

Quebec 
Libs . 
Cons . 

99. 

100. 

21. 

94. 

97. 

9. 

91. 

88  . 

9. 

93. 

96. 

36. 

88  . 

94. 

26. 

95. 

99. 

41. 

85. 

79. 

95. 

84. 

85. 

87. 

92. 

85. 

75. 

90. 

97. 

4. 

89. 

97. 

22. 

91. 

96. 

18. 

91. 

93. 

10. 

94  . 

96. 

6. 

83. 

89. 

6  . 

87. 

97. 

3. 

89. 

98. 

18. 

96. 

97. 

24. 

84. 

85. 

69. 

98. 

98. 

100. 

42. 

72. 

61. 

37. 

83. 

97. 

35. 

98. 

12. 

Ontario  Maritimes 
Libs.  Libs. 

Cons.  Cons. 


25. 

68 

• 

00 

1 — 1 

54 

30. 

56 

28  . 

87 

14. 

79 

25. 

90 

73. 

88 

70. 

79 

51. 

80 

17. 

85 

• 

• — 1 
i — 1 

71 

23. 

78 

27. 

82 

15  . 

63 

17. 

100 

17. 

61 

7. 

73 

25. 

90 

89. 

90 

97. 

94 

95. 

93 

59  . 

97 

100. 

89 
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Indexes  of  Party  Likeness,  Cont'd 


Year 

Vote 
Nbr . 

Libs . 
Cons  . 

Libs  . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Cons . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Quebec 
Libs  . 
Cons . 

Ontario 
Libs . 
Cons  . 

Maritimes 
Libs . 
Cons . 

1872 

253 

32. 

90. 

92. 

15. 

17. 

87. 

254 

36. 

95. 

98. 

20. 

23. 

80. 

255 

47. 

97. 

93. 

41. 

23. 

80. 

256 

30. 

98. 

91. 

19. 

19. 

47. 

257 

88. 

40. 

47. 

100. 

100. 

89. 

258 

90. 

42. 

49. 

100. 

98. 

89. 

259 

26. 

98. 

93. 

10. 

14. 

55. 

260 

27. 

88  . 

99. 

8. 

11. 

64. 

261 

24. 

88. 

99. 

7. 

12. 

45. 

262 

53. 

70. 

90. 

31. 

41. 

73. 

263 

45. 

71. 

99. 

28  . 

38  . 

71. 

264 

24. 

83. 

96. 

9. 

13. 

53. 

265 

25. 

92. 

90. 

3. 

18. 

63. 

266 

82  . 

96. 

56. 

58. 

94  . 

92. 

267 

96. 

60. 

53. 

94. 

95  . 

100. 

268 

27. 

95. 

95. 

16. 

13. 

62  . 

269 

29. 

82  . 

96. 

13. 

16. 

78. 

270 

26. 

89. 

96. 

10. 

13  . 

67. 

271 

34  . 

91. 

96. 

23. 

19. 

67. 

272 

27. 

97. 

93. 

16. 

14  . 

50. 

273 

34  . 

99. 

95. 

16. 

25. 

73. 

274 

25  . 

95. 

98  . 

13. 

11. 

63. 

275 

26. 

94  . 

98  . 

7. 

11. 

70. 

APPENDIX  II.  Indexes  of  Party  Likeness,  Cont'd 


Year 

1872 


1873 


Vote 
Nbr . 

Libs  . 
Cons . 

Libs  . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Cons 

R.C. 

Prot 

276 

65. 

86. 

44. 

277 

79. 

78. 

94  . 

278 

50. 

75. 

95. 

279 

22  . 

98. 

89. 

280 

93. 

88  . 

93. 

281 

19. 

80. 

96. 

282 

19. 

80. 

95. 

283 

25. 

80. 

95. 

284 

23. 

95. 

89. 

285 

34. 

98. 

86. 

286 

34. 

98. 

87. 

287 

25. 

82  . 

98. 

288 

35. 

89  . 

86. 

289 

92. 

100. 

99. 

290 

26. 

79. 

99. 

291 

24  . 

81. 

99. 

292 

99. 

96. 

93. 

293 

90. 

43. 

33. 

294 

91. 

44. 

33. 

295 

92  . 

47. 

34  . 

296 

92. 

47. 

38  . 

297 

94. 

44. 

28  . 

298 

96. 

46. 

28  . 

Quebec 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Ontario 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Maritimes 
Libs . 
Cons . 

30. 

84. 

100. 

36. 

97. 

75. 

18. 

50. 

70. 

0. 

22  . 

33. 

95. 

96. 

83. 

11. 

5. 

53. 

11. 

5. 

53. 

12. 

8. 

67. 

20. 

5. 

52. 

19. 

35. 

63. 

19. 

33. 

64. 

12. 

7. 

65. 

17. 

37. 

52. 

96. 

92. 

98. 

13. 

3. 

100. 

9. 

3. 

100. 

97. 

95. 

93. 

95. 

100. 

97. 

95. 

100. 

97. 

89  . 

84. 

97. 

89. 

87. 

97. 

89  . 

84  . 

99. 

89. 

83. 

99. 

APPENDIX  II.  Indexes  of  Party  Likeness,  Cont'd 


Year 

1873 


Vote 
Nbr . 

Libs . 
Cons  . 

Libs . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Cons 

R.C. 

Prot 

299 

26. 

80. 

97. 

300 

91. 

82  . 

99. 

301 

23. 

86. 

99. 

302 

23  . 

86. 

99. 

303 

26. 

83. 

99. 

304 

25. 

85. 

99. 

305 

23. 

82. 

96. 

306 

26  . 

79. 

99. 

307 

23  . 

86  . 

93. 

308 

68. 

80. 

40. 

309 

28  . 

87. 

97. 

310 

28. 

87. 

97. 

311 

28  . 

96. 

100. 

312 

18. 

77. 

100. 

313 

18. 

77. 

100. 

314 

29. 

87. 

94. 

315 

27. 

70. 

100. 

316 

57. 

47. 

97. 

317 

27. 

75. 

100. 

318 

18  . 

77. 

99. 

319 

30  . 

68  . 

96. 

320 

10  0. 

100. 

100. 

321 

70. 

95. 

33. 

Quebec 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Ontario 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Maritimes 
Libs . 
Cons  . 

9. 

8. 

77. 

93. 

86. 

90. 

14. 

6. 

79. 

14. 

6. 

79. 

13. 

7. 

78. 

12. 

5. 

78. 

13. 

6. 

78. 

6. 

7. 

88  . 

12. 

3. 

79. 

84. 

30. 

95. 

15. 

5. 

88  . 

15. 

5. 

88  . 

■21 . 

4. 

89. 

0. 

0  . 

88  . 

0. 

0. 

88  . 

22  . 

10. 

59. 

6  . 

7. 

100. 

100. 

18  . 

86  . 

12. 

6  . 

97. 

10. 

0. 

75. 

8. 

0. 

88  . 

100  . 

100. 

100. 

32. 

100. 

87. 

APPENDIX  II 


Indexes  of  Party  Likeness,  Cont'd 


Year 

Vote 
Nbr . 

Libs  . 
Cons . 

Libs  . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Cons . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Quebec 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Ontario 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Maritimes 
Libs . 
Cons . 

1874 

322 

86. 

31. 

17. 

96. 

95. 

99. 

323 

87. 

36. 

20. 

98. 

95. 

92. 

324 

55. 

94. 

99. 

42. 

50. 

74. 

325 

51. 

58. 

83. 

73. 

51. 

75. 

326 

37. 

92. 

96. 

44. 

23. 

63. 

327 

77. 

99. 

97. 

72. 

77  . 

89. 

328 

87. 

96. 

73. 

100. 

73. 

100. 

329 

62. 

68. 

92. 

38. 

69. 

89. 

330 

65. 

99. 

37. 

38. 

91. 

100. 

1875 

331 

32. 

99. 

91. 

31. 

12. 

97. 

332 

66  . 

96. 

43. 

96. 

12. 

96. 

333 

55. 

98. 

60. 

26. 

65. 

86. 

334 

68. 

100. 

33. 

30. 

100. 

100. 

335 

55. 

82  . 

88  . 

40. 

40. 

99  . 

336 

34. 

84. 

91. 

47. 

14. 

74. 

337 

38. 

92. 

97. 

33. 

12  . 

86. 

338 

37. 

98. 

89. 

32. 

21. 

82. 

339 

37. 

98  . 

86. 

33. 

23. 

75. 

340 

61. 

33  . 

48  . 

98. 

67. 

66. 

341 

36. 

97. 

95. 

29. 

22. 

77. 

342 

38  . 

97. 

95. 

29. 

30. 

72. 

343 

76. 

39. 

52. 

99. 

71. 

87  . 

344 

71. 

38. 

54  . 

98  . 

66. 

78. 

Year 

1875 


APPENDIX 

II . 

Indexes 

of  Party 

Vote 

Nbr . 

Libs  . 
Cons . 

Libs . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Cons . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

345 

74. 

36. 

94. 

346 

99. 

100. 

90. 

347 

81. 

93. 

75. 

348 

48. 

98. 

77. 

349 

61. 

95. 

86. 

350 

84. 

83. 

85. 

351 

64. 

97. 

100. 

352 

66. 

90. 

78. 

353 

47. 

95. 

93. 

354 

49. 

99. 

96. 

355 

49. 

99. 

96. 

356 

55. 

91. 

92. 

357 

53. 

87. 

80. 

358 

65. 

97. 

89. 

359 

90. 

93. 

81. 

360 

42. 

92. 

89. 

361 

69. 

87. 

49. 

362 

78. 

57. 

65. 

363 

72. 

93. 

49. 

364 

32. 

94  . 

98. 

365 

100. 

98. 

97. 

366 

25. 

92. 

87. 

367 

35. 

100. 

96. 

Likeness,  Cont'd 


Quebec 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Ontario 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Maritimes 
Libs . 
Cons . 

96. 

31. 

56. 

100. 

96. 

100. 

86. 

51. 

91. 

40. 

44. 

73. 

65. 

51. 

85. 

65. 

95. 

90. 

58. 

57. 

91. 

62. 

6  6  . 

100. 

38. 

49. 

56. 

48. 

44. 

33. 

48. 

44. 

32. 

62. 

40. 

86. 

56. 

49. 

71. 

65. 

58. 

72. 

95. 

79. 

83. 

50. 

12. 

78  . 

58  . 

87. 

80  . 

95. 

78. 

88. 

94. 

40. 

100. 

31. 

12. 

87. 

99. 

98. 

100. 

23. 

12. 

44. 

32. 

21. 

82  . 

APPENDIX  II.  Indexes  of  Party  Likeness,  Cont'd 


Year 

1875 


1877 


Vote 
Nbr . 

Libs  . 
Cons  . 

Libs . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Cons 

R.C. 

Prot 

368 

29. 

98. 

92. 

369 

67. 

83. 

80. 

370 

73. 

82  . 

87. 

371 

96. 

99. 

87. 

372 

43. 

79. 

90. 

373 

30. 

98. 

93. 

374 

46. 

92. 

90. 

375 

92. 

99. 

89. 

376 

28. 

98. 

94. 

377 

32. 

99. 

88. 

378 

54. 

79. 

92. 

379 

26. 

99. 

88. 

380 

25. 

100. 

88. 

381 

66. 

41. 

37. 

382 

68. 

41. 

31. 

383 

43. 

96. 

99. 

384 

68  . 

40. 

29. 

385 

71. 

33. 

22. 

386 

68. 

42. 

21. 

387 

29. 

97. 

93. 

388 

27. 

99. 

91. 

389 

27. 

98. 

88  . 

390 

69. 

40  . 

23. 

Quebec 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Ontario 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Maritimes 
Libs . 
Cons . 

29. 

17. 

57. 

71. 

59. 

90. 

85. 

63. 

95. 

96. 

91. 

100. 

52. 

34. 

69. 

29. 

12. 

65. 

50. 

36. 

97. 

97. 

80. 

95. 

33  . 

9. 

72. 

40. 

12. 

100. 

55. 

52. 

77. 

29. 

15. 

51. 

28  . 

16. 

33. 

81. 

82. 

46. 

81. 

88  . 

79. 

33. 

36. 

74. 

78. 

94. 

82  . 

83  . 

97. 

67. 

82  . 

95. 

76. 

27. 

18. 

50. 

29. 

11. 

50. 

29. 

11. 

50. 

84  . 

84  . 

70. 
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Indexes  of  Party  Likeness,  Cont'd 


Year 

Vote 
Nbr . 

Libs  . 
Cons . 

Libs . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Cons . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Quebec 
Libs  . 
Cons . 

Ontario 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Maritimes 
Libs . 
Cons . 

1877 

391 

69. 

25. 

26. 

92. 

87. 

67. 

392 

65. 

19. 

29. 

92. 

85. 

50. 

393 

25. 

99. 

92. 

26. 

11. 

72. 

394 

30. 

95. 

84. 

30. 

19. 

58. 

395 

28  . 

96. 

90. 

29. 

19. 

45. 

396 

76. 

91. 

99. 

83. 

70. 

91. 

397 

46. 

91. 

74. 

43. 

44. 

77. 

398 

22  . 

100. 

96. 

20. 

14. 

46. 

399 

24  . 

99. 

91. 

27. 

18. 

37. 

400 

82  . 

100. 

90. 

81. 

77. 

88  . 

401 

37. 

95. 

99. 

41. 

35. 

37. 

402 

23. 

90. 

96. 

28. 

10. 

48. 

403 

26. 

99. 

93. 

31. 

16. 

42. 

404 

31. 

96. 

99. 

37. 

15. 

79. 

405 

29. 

92. 

97. 

34. 

20. 

48. 

406 

24. 

94  . 

95. 

24. 

15. 

25. 

407 

22  . 

89  . 

100. 

18. 

15. 

38. 

408 

22  . 

98. 

96. 

24. 

12. 

33. 

409 

22  . 

97. 

94  . 

26. 

15. 

21. 

410 

37. 

92. 

91. 

40. 

24. 

85. 

411 

18. 

98. 

86. 

14. 

5. 

71. 

412 

21. 

95. 

81. 

33. 

0. 

7. 
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Indexes  of  Party  Likeness,  Cont'd 


Year 

Vote 
Nbr . 

Libs  . 
Cons . 

Libs  . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Cons . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Quebec 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Ontario 
Libs . 
Cons  . 

Maritimes 
Libs . 
Cons . 

1877 

413 

28. 

100. 

88  . 

30. 

19. 

50. 

1878 

414 

24. 

94. 

95. 

24. 

10. 

61. 

415 

72. 

94. 

84. 

49. 

85. 

78. 

416 

44. 

91. 

85. 

36. 

47. 

55. 

417 

57. 

25. 

40. 

86. 

80. 

77. 

418 

58. 

27. 

38. 

87. 

75. 

75. 

419 

40. 

79. 

70. 

43. 

52  . 

38. 

420 

76. 

46. 

31. 

80. 

92. 

93. 

421 

28  . 

94. 

95. 

19. 

24  . 

57. 

422 

70. 

36. 

23. 

86. 

93. 

75. 

423 

34. 

98. 

97. 

36. 

16. 

71. 

424 

45. 

98. 

80. 

40. 

43. 

63. 

425 

69. 

98. 

34. 

100. 

24. 

89. 

426 

29. 

98. 

97. 

25. 

21. 

60. 

427 

29. 

97. 

99. 

27. 

20. 

59. 

428 

41. 

90. 

95. 

50. 

25. 

59. 

429 

77. 

35. 

30. 

89. 

93. 

100. 

430 

82. 

81. 

80. 

95. 

77  . 

100. 

431 

80. 

40. 

21. 

87. 

94. 

72  . 

432 

38. 

92. 

96. 

39. 

24. 

87. 

433 

82  . 

32. 

23. 

93. 

98. 

80. 

434 

29. 

80  . 

92. 

49. 

18. 

39. 

435 

67. 

99. 

58. 

96. 

44. 

52  . 

' 


Year 

1878 


APPENDIX 

II . 

Indexes 

of  Party 

Likeness 

,  Cont'd 

Vote 

Nbr . 

Libs 

Cons 

Libs  . 

R.C. 

.  Prot. 

Cons . 

R.C. 

Prot . 

Quebec 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Ontario 
Libs . 
Cons . 

Mari times 
Libs . 
Cons  . 

436 

21. 

95. 

81. 

24. 

13. 

39. 

437 

43. 

99. 

91. 

45. 

35. 

58  . 

438 

21. 

93. 

92. 

30. 

12. 

44. 

439 

22  . 

97. 

92. 

22. 

11. 

72. 

440 

54. 

78. 

86. 

26. 

68. 

44. 

441 

23. 

98. 

100. 

17. 

16. 

56. 

442 

30. 

100. 

89. 

24. 

23. 

80. 

443 

22  . 

99. 

90. 

12. 

17. 

49. 

444 

21. 

99. 

90. 

12. 

19. 

48. 

445 

55. 

99. 

76. 

73. 

38  . 

56  . 

446 

21. 

95. 

96. 

15. 

17. 

56  . 

